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R Chapter 1 ' .
‘ INTRODUCTION A
-, “ % . LI ~ ) =

The User Interview Survey was undertaken to understand how eval--

uation information is uséd, how much it is used, by whom it is used,

®

and under what social/institutional/political cenditio;az it is used. The
User Survey, the third study on evaluation utilization' conducted b)'l the
Evaluation .'Use Project (EUP) at the Center for the Study of Evaluation
at UCLA, examined patterns of information use among elementary schdol
decision makers. Our goal was‘a better‘understandingl of,n’1ix of evalu-
ation and other information inputs into program decisions and of the
relationship between information and decision making. ‘

i The-User Surve\( was a logical successor to the two earlier studies

conducted by the Evaluation Use Protect -- the Evaluatlon Case Studies

(Alkin, Daillak ¢ White, 1979) and the Evaluator Field Study (Daillak,

1980).. In addition, it owes some debt in its formulation to the accumu-
lated knowledge concernin§ evaluation utilization derived from a variety
of research studies over the past decade. " A -full unde tarlding of‘the
genesis of the U§er ln’cer’view_j S—urv,ey and the importance bf. the results
requires some knowledgd of ‘the 'historical background. of evaluation.
utilization research and the previous_efforts of the Egraluatiori Use

Project.
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QPRECEDENTS TJ0 CSE EVALUATION USE RESEARCH S )
The f|eld of eyaluahon grew to prommence in the late 1960's, with the

mcreased federal commltment to .social wel{are programs. The Elemen-

S ‘tary -and Seccmdary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 and .other Ieglslatlon-

requured that program evaluatlons be cond‘ucted annually. .In fact,

often specific sums of money were“earmarked for this purpose. —

~ .

Such rapld growth in the amount of evaluatlon being done allowed

little time for a systematic assessment of its ‘impact on.program decuslon

makmg When the flrst assessments emerged they were quite pessim-

istic. Writers complained about the quality of evaluatlon and its cdnse-\

Y

quent lack of impact. Guba summarized'what he viewed to .be "the most
N > : S 7/

-

obvious tlinical signs of evaluation's failure”. )
. Any professional area that is so much avoided; that produces
,so many anxieties; that immobilizes the very people who want
“to avail themselves of it; that is incapable of operational defi-
nition, even by its most trained,K advocates, who in fact
render bad advice to practltloners who consult them; which is
not effective in answering reasonable and important questions,
and which has made little apparent effort to isolate and ameli-
orate its ‘most serlous problems -- must’ |ndeed give us pause.

(p. 31).

There is little wonder, given such an assessment, that evaIuation ‘was
seen to have little impact on decision making. Howéver, it should be
noted that such widely accepted jqdéments -- _however stri'de‘ntl\/'
offered -- generally were not the re‘sult .of, gmpir"ica| hesearch; they"
were based primarily on what might be .labeled 'informaily-shared
personal experlence - :
Several writers specnlated on factor:s that explained this limited use

of evaluation insormation. Arson: ¢ Sherwood (1967) commented upon

. T ' Lo . '
the importance of diplomacy and rapport. ~ Reviewing the course ofione

“a




evaluation they noted a number of areas of conflict between. evaluators,
program designers and practitioners and concluded that "skill in t'he
craft (of evaluation) requires more than technical knowledge. In fact,’
the ability to be diplomatic is perhaps as important as any. (p.-QG) 2
Mann (1972) underscored the importance of proper methoﬁqlogy. He .
reviewed 181 evaluation reports and found that they did not even meet
the miniiaum requirements for technical quality. He con'clude_d that
mistakes gf the kind found throughout the sample are "extremely
damaging to the cause of evaluative research. With two or three excep-
“tions, the errors are of a major character. In other areas of research
in th?behavioral sciences, .any of them would probably render a study
" unfit for publication.” (p. 275) g
Rodman & Kolodny (1964) focused more on organizational factors: |
basing their exposition on personal experienﬁe as well as a review of
" other 'writings. They discussed the importance of ;«/ork and time organ- __
P}iza‘tion, patterns of communication and other related factors in the
structure of the agency being studied and how these affect the use of
evzluation research.
Weiss (1966) called for systematic study of the impact of evaluation,
bu; none was undertaken until the mid 1970's. Two prominent studies
:)f the period, Alkin et al. (1974) and Patéon et al.' (1975), used syste-
matic survey research techniques to( carry out t‘he'n: investigations'.
. A}kin and his associates studied thé impact of evaluation on decision

making in a: sa&nple‘ of 42 ESEA.Title VII programs at both federal and

local levels. At the }i’ederal "level ‘they found that program evaluation

had little perceptible influence on decision making -- just as the earlier

«
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literature had suggested. ‘ They “found no relationship between eVaIua;
tion reports and funding' levels or federal monitor's ratings of project
quality. At the local lavel, however, quite differeQE‘s finding "
.Project directors reported that evaluations had affected their decisions
to modify their programs during the year and had assisted them /,in
other important areas as well.

Patton' and his colleagues Ic;oked at 20 health care programs and
their evaluations. They also found t'hét evalL ation did have an imr:>act,
‘- but not ln "orgenization-shaking” ways. Instead, evaluation tended to
provide "additional information" helpful to program.decision makers and
. considered by .them, though not~ always the most important conside_ra-

Bem. | -

‘ An imporiant consequence of‘Pathn's research was a heightened
aw 3ss of the importance of ;ubjective, interperscnal factors in ev:.-
" yation utilization, in addition to struct}uraL and systematic wariables.
Patton specificall_y‘ asked about 11 factors commonly identified in the
literature as affecting utilization.” Of these, onIy\one, the political
tactpr, was deemed important by his‘ informants. Howe'er, ar; entirely
’r;ew and different factor emerged as lthe most important influence on
utilization: "the personal factor”". This factor involved the attitudes,
ir;terest, abilities and actions of key decision makers. As Pagton
explained,

. Utilization is not simply determined by some configuration of

abstract factors; it is determined in large part by real, live,
caring human beings. (p.37)

Taken together, these tvo studies suggest that the earlier writings

had overlogked some important aspects of utilizatiorn. Program managers

’:




and dec. 1~ «ers clgse to the evaluation -- not distant recipients of
an anonymous and impersonal evaluation report -- may be the most
likely users of the evaluation information. Moreover, the uses to which
the information is put may be incremental and low-key rather than
dramatic go/no-go decisions about program continuance. One major
consequence of this research was that the earlier, narrow conception of
evaluation utilization came under attack. As Patton pointed out:
The results of our interviews suggest that what is typically *
characterized as under-utilization or non-utilization of evalua-
tion. research can be attributed in substantial degree to a
definition of utilization that is too narrow and fails to take
into consideration the nature of actual decision-making
processes in most programs. (p.10)

Thus, by the late 1970s evaluation utilization was ‘recognized as a
"dynamic, incremental process in which the discretionary actions of indi-
vidual evaluators or decision makers influence the ultimate disposition of
an evaluation's findings as much as -- and perhaps more than -- the
political and organizational features of the system.

N

PRIOR WORK OF THE EVALUATION USE PROJECT
Evaluation Case Studies. {

The research of the mid-1970's pointed <;ut that evaluatiocn utilization
was a subtle and complex process. The goal of the EUP over the past
three years has been to develop ac complete a picture of evaluation
utilization as possible. We first tried to depict these subtl“éties more
clearly, usino qualitative, naturalistic methods. Five in-depth case
studies of Title | or Title IV-C school programs and their evaluations
were undertaken. Using open-ended interviews and extensive field
observations, Alkin, Daillak & White (1979) constructed a : detailed
descripiion of program implementation and evaluation at each school.

) -5 -
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Based on these case studies, Alkin et al. developed a framework for
the.study of utilization which identified the major personal and contex-
tual factors to be considered at the local level. (See Appendix A.)
Many of the dimensions that emerged were familiar, though portrayed in
richer detail than before. The study captured vividly the complexities
of local decision making, and illustrated the cumulative, incremental
nature of the utilization process. The study also highlighis the impor-
tance to utilization of the expectations and attitudes of *the decision
makers, a finding that corresponds to the "personal factor” identified
earlier by Patton. However, the most potent element observed by Alkin .
and his colleagues was not tﬁhe personal characteristics of the aecision
maker, but rather the personal characteristics of the evaluator. The
use of a "consultative" approach by the evaluator appeared to have
greater potential for increasing utilization than any other element iden-
tified in the study.

The* Evaluation Case Studies suggested several approaches that an

evaluator might take to increase the impact of evaluation at the local

level. Some elements identified were beyond the evaluators’ control;
others -- especially those related to evaluation approach -- could be
purposely manipulateé. In the case studies, local program managers

had responded -positively to evaluators who took an adoptive, "helper”
or "user-focused" approach. However., the case studies had not
focuseé on the wider organizational structures within school districts
that could constrain possible evaluator roles. The whole issue of the

circumstances of the evaluator had not been addressed.
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Evaluator Field Study

The Evaluator Field Study (Daillak, 1980) addressed the evaluator's
professional position and organizational situation. Daillak spent a year
accompanying three evaluators in Metro district as they conducted their
various activities. As participant obs;rver, he witnessed their interac-
tions with colleagues, the district administration and local school
ﬁpersonnel. He saw the impact that bureaucratic structures had on their
scope of action, as well as the impact'of personal relationships,
resource constraints, attitudes and expectations.

Daillak concluded that there were strong organizational impediments
to useful evaluation in the schools. Local school administrators were
gene:ally disinterested in, or even hostile to, evaluation; Informal
discussions of test results and other evaluative information were
possible between evaluator and school administrator, but anything
beyond that was shied away from by both parties. In this manner the
bureaucracy effectively Ii;’nited th:'e formal role of the evaluator. The
evaluation consultants, as the evaluators were called in Metro district,
.were channeled into reporting and technical assistance functions, and
there was no real opportunity to assume a consultative role in their
official capacity.. ‘

But the evaluation consultants supplemented their reported work
througH i"nformal, unreported contacts. In this manner some evaluators
could promote more "planful”" instruction despite the strictures of their
official bureaucratized role. Thus, while the school organizational’
structure effectively circumscribed the classical evaluator role, the

creative evaluation consultant went outside official channels ‘and adopted

(4]
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an approach that is in line with the recommendations one might draw

from our earlier research.

THE USER INTERVIEW SURVEY

From our earlier research it was clear that evaluation information was
just one of many possible inputs into decision ;naking, and that the
evaluator was one person among many who interacted with the school
vadmini.strative staff. The narrow focus on evaluation and evaluators
produced an unbdlanced picture of evaluation’'s impact or;, school deci-
sions hy highlighting the octasions when evaluation did come into play
and spotlighting the personnel who were directly concerned. It would
have been prem‘ature to formulate recommendations without know'ihg more
about the competing inputs and actors in the decision making process.
Those concerns'were addressed in the User Interview Survey.
' To understand the role evalua’tion played in program decisions, the
EUP needed to look at a broad cross-section of signiljicant program
decisions and consider all the elements involved- in the process,
including -- if relevant -- evaluation and evaluators. The reality was
that program-related decisions were being made all the time at each
school. Input to these decisions came from a variety of sources, only
some of which could be considered to be evaluation. The key personnel
in these decisions included the site-level administrators, classroom
teachers and parents, as well as evaluators. In fact, as the Evaluator

Field Study suggested, the evaluation personnel had only intermittant

impact.

ra




The goals of the User Interview Study, then, were to obtain a
better understanding of the significant areas of school decision making,
to ascertain the relative importance of evaluation in thes: school deci-
sions, and to determine what role might realistically be projected for
evaluation. The methodology employed to accomplish this task will be

described in Chapter 2; the results of the study will be presented in

Chapters 3, 4 and 5.

13




Chapter 2

METHODOLOGY _

The User Interview Survey sought to place evaluation's contribution
to the school's working environment in an appropriate context. The
interviews would explore the issues central to the daily concerns of
school administrators along with the various sources of information that
were relevaq't to their decision making. In this chapter we describe the
elaboration of the interview strategy and format, the selection of the
respondent sample, the training of the inte;viewers, the collection of
the interview data;‘ and the analytic proced?ﬁes that were employed with

these data.

INTERVIEW STRATEGY

To obtain the local iAnformants' point of view, the interviewers soli-

. cited the respordents’' portrayal of some significant recent occurrences

in the program and of the salient forces or considerations that affected
these occurrences. After hearing the informants' account of these
matters, the interviewer probed for what evaluatior;_;i—d or did not
contribute to these events. This procedure provided a local perspec-
tive on which activities were considered significant and worthy of
special attention and on how local decision méker's responses were

formulated. We learned both who was involved in the occurrence and

what the basis was for their actions.

-"]-
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After exploring evaluation's connections, if any, with these salient

interviewee concerns, the interviewer asked about the primary emphasis

of the }”:rogram's recent evaluations and about the impact these evalua-

tions had had upon the school program. Finally, if time permitted, the
discussion was shifted from concrete events and circumstances to more
general issues, which permitted the interviewee to expand a bit on his
or her attitudes toward evaluation in general -- its usefulness, and its
problemvs.

There was an underlying rationale which gu’ided the adoption of this
strategy. |f the interview had opened with direct questions about eval-
uation, it might have had the effect of "leading the Witness” to overs-
tate the importance of the issues treated in the evaluation and of evalu-
ation's significance to program operation. Instead, the interviewee
should identify specific significant program occurrences first and
discuss recent evaluations later. By grounding the interview in
specifics, the survey hoped to escape the generalities and platitudes
that might be expected in an ,ab.;.tract discussion of evaluation's virtues,
faults, and impacts.

The interview probed "significant occurrences” rather than, for
example, "significant decisions” or "significant concerns” following the
argument so skillfully made by Weiss (1980). Weiss argues that in
bureaucratic organizations policy actions often are not "decided” but
rather "accrete” in a gradual flow of "small uncoordinated steps taken
in many offices -- by staffs who have little awareness of the policy
direction that is being promoted or the alternatives that are being

foreclosed” (p. 382). A 'significant occurrence in the life of the

-12- ~q




program” was more tangible and more likely to be something informants
at each school could recognize, discuss, and analyze than the narrow
"decision" or negative "concern". It connoted a change or depa;rture
from the ordinary stream of activity in the school -- an opportunity for

influence, something that evaluation might (or might not) have affected.

INTERVIEW FORMAT

Two basic concerns guided the choice of interview method. rirst,
the “interviews needed to elicit, with sensitivity and a minimum of
distortion, the respondent's accounts of the "who's" and "what's" of
significant occurrences in their programs. Second, ’the EUP neverthe-
less, had an agenda of specific interests to explore Jwith the inter-
viewees. We considered a number of possible Lformats that imposed
va‘rying degrees of structure on the interview, and selected the proce-
dure that best satisfied these two concerns. A short aigression will
help explgin this choice.

Harold Levine, at UCLA, offers w~hat he terms the Questionnaire-
Jawboning Continuum as a useful con:s.truct‘for thinking about the use
of structure in data collection. At the questionnaire extreme, the data
exchange is totally structured. Respondents answer only the questions
asked, with only the answers provided. The data collector has no
opportunity to tailor the interaction to the individual respondent. While
such a data collection strategy offers tremendous comparability across

subjects, its sensitivity is limited to the choices built into the instru-

ment. “Jawboning” defines the other extreme of the research

continuum: A nearly unstructured conversation between two persons,




without a specific agenda or external structure. Jawboning can be rich
in detail and sensitive to subtle ideas and nuances of meaning, but
"jawboning" data lacks comparability from subjeEt to subject.

Between the two extremes, there is a variety of data collection

< -

options. For example, questions can be carefully structured and
sequenced, but the interviewee can be allowed open-ended responses.
Alternately, an interviewer might be allowed to conduct a seemingly
free-flowing conversation with the subject, after which the interviewer
might complete a very st;'uctured, forced-choice questionnaire'reporting

on the interaction. . - .

The Topic-Centered Interview.

_Initially, we considered using a structured interview format with
s;bjects being allowed operi-ended responses, but rejected this choice
as too rigid to.capture the diverse range of stories we expected to hear
from our respondents. In its place, we selected what we ‘termed a
"topic-centered” interview format. Such a format places a modest
arr;ount of structure on the interviewer -- by outlining in a "topic
guide” the topics to be covered in the interview -- but leaves specific
questions and probes to the discretion of the interviewer. The respon-
dent is almost unfettered, expept as the interviewer may take steps éo
refocus the respondent's remarks or move the discussion along to other
topics. Thus, 'the topic-centered interview offers great flexibility
within a guiding framework. “

Patton (1980) discusses much the same metl:od in his description of

the use of an "interview guide":

—
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An interview guide is a list of questions or issues that are to
be explored in the course of an interview. - An interview
guide is prepared in order to make sure that basically the
same information is obtained from a number of people by
covering ' ti.e same matéridl. The interview guide provides
topics or subject areas within which the interviewer is free to
explore, probe, and ask que-ztions that will elucidate and illu-
minate that particular subject. Thus, the interviewer remains
free-to -build a conversation within a particular subject area,
to word questions spontaneously,” and to establish a conversa-
tional style -- but with the focus on a particitlar subject that
has been predetermined. (p. 200)

The study's topic guide (or interview guide, as Patton would have
it) is displayed in Appendix B. It implements the overall interview
strategy in a manner that is sensitive.to both of our initial concerns.
The specific research topics are identified and form the framework for
the conversation. Within this framework the_ir)te'i'viewers are free to
explore the respondents' ideas fully and with a minimum of distortion.

The brevity, indecd the almost skelctal quality of the guide, under-
_ lines the key ramification of using such a jformat: interviewer training
must be comprehensive and thorough. The training with its supporting
materials (See Interview Survey of Users: Interim Report, 1980, and
Appendices C & D.) inculcates in the interviewers the rationale and
purpose of the interviews; explains in exhaustive detail the kinds of
information which should be sought out under each topic; and prepares
the interviewers for the verbal interaction they must establish success-
fully to secure -meaningful, high-quality data. The guide, then'.

becomes simply a set of cues to the interviewers, helping them recall

the elements of their training.
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SELECTION AND TRAINING OF INTERVIEWERS
The Research Team *

The ’intervie'wers were drawn from a group of advanced graduate
students in Research Methods and Evaluaticn at UCLA enrolled in a
' graduate seminar on Evaluation Utilization in the spring of 1980. ANl
students participated in a five‘-week training sequence. Interviewers
were selected ky the end of the third week, with the remaining trainees
select.ed as valida;tors. (Tha role of validators will be discussed in a
_subsequent section.) In the last two training sessions we were able to
divide into subgroups and haye the interviewers prattice interviewing
the validators, who role-played school persounel.

The selection of intervievgers was based on afnunit‘)er of factors.
First, it was important that tl';ce interviewer have some 'd'irect school
experience. Actu;I work in a school setting for an extended period of
time gave ouul interviewers a background for understandiﬁg nuances and
subtleties of school-related decision making and pr:ovided a knowledge
framework within which to p;':se questions.

Second, we wanted to select, based on the principal i,nyestigator's
observation, those trainees displaying the -highest general maturity and
Ointerper‘sonél skills a:’nd the greatest interviewing skill. Most of the

_ group performed at a high level on ‘all dimensions; both interviewers

and validators were actually very well qualified. On these bases, five
]

interviewers and five valida ors were selected.




Interviewer Validator Training

Staff training involved four phases:” (1) understanding of the eval-
uation utilization research; (2) training in genera‘I interview skills; (3)
familiarity with the District Administration, ;rganizational .structure,
and terminoiogy; and (4) familiaa'-ity with the specifics of this partic_ula["
projgct""and its\ ‘p rocedures.

To ensyre that research team members all had a reasqnably‘ compe-
tent understanding of relevant literature in ev;luétion utilization, all
read and *discussed Using év&lu&tions: : Does Evaluation Make a Differ-
en'ce?r (Alkin et al., 19.79). Ail had read Michael Q. 'Pattonu, Utiliza-
tion-focused Evaluation (1978) as part of an earlier training session.
In addition, trainees read other articles on utilization, including major
piece's by Carol Weiss, Nathan Caplan, Larry Braskamp et al., and Jane
David. . ‘

The interview training ses:ions were conducted b;' Harold Levine,
Department of Education; UCLA, wljo is an anthropologist and expe‘rt on
interviewiﬁg, .and by Marvin Alkin. Their presentations involved
lectures, vide.otapes “of. model interviews, discussions,q practice inter-
views, and reactions. Dur;h\g these activities, both Levine and Alkin
observed the trainees and noted those who were r;mastering the interview
strategies most effectively.

To tamiliarize the trainees with the contextAin vs;hich this research
would be conducted; Richard Daillak gave a presen{ation about th:
organization of the Metro Evaluation and Testing Office, the activities

commonly engaged in by the evaluators, and the kinds of assessment

commonly found in the schools. A glossary of common school terms,
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par{icularly as related to special programs and their evaluation, was
) ’ >

, presented to each trainee. E ' . : .

-

Finally, a -number of materials sgéci;ically related to the detailed
procedures of the study were "developed. The topic guide (See
Appendix B.) was a one-page summary of the main topic headings and

’

‘) areas of interest, and was designed for use by interviewers in the
’ ac.tual interview situations.. The intervit;w topic description c;nntained
ex?lanatory materiais on the’meaning ar;d' s;.:ope of the‘di‘fferent inter- -
view dimensions. (See Appendix C.) A ‘mock interview narrativg
consisted of a complete facsimile tra;nscripg of the interviewer f.)ortion of

7

an interview. The data reporting and. sﬁmmar;y forms will be described
in great;r detail'in a subsequent section on data a;gregation. B L

These training materials -were developed by the senior members of
the research team: Other members of the research team and outside
experts reviewed and modified the various training materials during
their development.! In addition, ;;ilot interviews at_an eligible school
tested the research framework and th'e*;interview topic guide proce-
dures. These’ int;rviews proved to be quite useful in refining and
‘properly targeting the training materials. Based <an the field tests and
other reviews, the senior researcher revised the order in whichthe
interview tor.;ics were presented an‘d modified the suggested  phrasing of
o

questions. 2

r

! Two colleagues merit special thanks. Carol Weiss, who reviewed some
of the materials during a visit to UCLA, and Michael Patton, who
stood ready by phone and mail. Both’' provided characteristically
generous and perceptive advice. We are glad to- acknowledge their
superb assistance. Naturally, though, they bear no liability for'the
final product; that is ours alone. ’
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, When sufficient familiarity with the topic guide and with interview
techniques had been achieved, trainee. uiso reviewed and discussed
transcripts “and tapes from the pilot interviews. It became apparent,
for example, that keeping the interview "on-target" eonstituted one of
the most difficult tasks; the school personrel's na.r;'ativg tended to
ramble and wander. Often their free-flowing monologues did uncover
valuable i'nsights,-but from time to time it, was necessary to refocus the
discussion. As a part of their traihing, interviewers compiled a
valuable‘repe'rtoire of conversatiqn-directing probes and phrases. *

Each interviewer went through one additioE}al hour-long simulation of
the complete interview sequence from entering to leaving the decision
maker's office. A member of the study team played the role of school
decision maker, mimicking the cooperative, btut often disorganized,
responses that had been encountered in the pilot interviews. During
thg interview, the surrogate decision maker took notes about the inter-
viewer's questions, successful and unsuccessful strat'egie's, and content
mater’ial which the interviewer had failed to obtain with his or her
particular ‘questioﬁing. After the conclusion of the interview, the two
disguss?d the experience in detail and the "decision maker" suggested
areas for improvement.

A further phase of the training occurrs i after the first school inter-
view had been conducted. One interview tape was selected; the
research team listened to the tape together and each person summarized
the conversations on the data summary form to be discussed in a subse-
quent section. Comments about the summary forms were’ elicited, and’

during the discussion that followed, some minor .modifications in the

»




forms were made. Mo:e importantly, however, these exchanges allowed
the research team to standardize each person's interpretation of how to
summarize conversations, what certain topic descriptions should contain,

and what certain questions meant.

SELECTION OF THE RESPONDENT SAMPLE
Defining the Population

The respondentr sample of school site level decision makers was
determined largely by the research circumstances. éince the User
Interview Study was intended to complement Daillak’'s (1980) field study
<;f evaluators in "Metro District”, Metro school staff needed to be
in;:luded. Metro, a large urban Qistrict, could be adequately covered -
only by multiple interviews. Field interviews are Iabor‘-intensive and
project resources were limited. The almost inescapable consequence,
therefore, was to limit the stu'dy to the Metro distriq,t./ *

" The Evaluation Use Project's “historical concérn with the evalqation of
specially-funded programs naturally directed our attention to "school
site level decision makers" connectgd with such programs. More impor-
tant, Metro did little p‘rogram evaluation except. of specially-funded
programs. _(Actually, Metr;) typifies many school districts in this
concentration of program evaluation activity.) We decided to limit this
study by focusing on schools receiving Title | funding, first, because
on‘e could be\sure such schools had experienced evaluations (since Title

| requires them) and second, because the program offers a large pool

_ of schools from which to sample. )

¥




We decided to interview three individuais at each school site, in part
to obtain overlapping responses from multiple informants to "triangulate”
our data (in the jargon of qualitative research) but also in part b(,cat]?é
Metro's Title | schools seem to have multiple important "decision makers"
(Daillak, 1980). The school principal was interviewed in every case.
In addition, two other persons holding influential, knowledgeable posi-
tions relating to the school's programs were selected. Such positions
have a Jnumber of different names; based on our pre' .ous .contact with
the school systém, we develcped a working list of all acceptable job,_
titles. As one of the two ad;iitional interviewees, we selected a person
who had specific cooi'dinating responsibility for the special program.
(This person was usually called "Title | Coordinator" or "Special
Program Coordinator” or "Assistant Principal”.) The final respondent
at each school was a staff person who was involved in some manner in
the administration of the special program. 4In’ a large school, there
might be an individual whose job was entirely administrative. In a
small school, it was often necessary to include peaple with -the title <;f
"Resource Teacher", "Curriculum Supervisor" or "Bilingi.nal Coordi-

1

nator”.

Contacting the School District

The Superintendent of Metro agreed that the project was worthwhile,
committed the District's participation, and directed the Evaluation and
Testing Office (E &€ T) to assist in sample selection. Nonetheless,

participation on the part of individual schools was voluntary, and we

anticipated that some schools would be reluctant to give the time neces-




sary to participate in the research. For this reason we overselected
schools. We asked for a preliminary random sample of 28 schools from
the much larger population of all Title | elementary schools though we
planned to conduct interviews in only 20 schools. The district compiled
the desired sample, which included schools from all geographic areas of‘

-

the district as well as schools of diverse size and ethnic composition. -
Each schoo! principal received a letter from the Superintendent which
briefly described the study, endorsed its purposes, and vouched for

the researcher's credentials -- but also established that school partici-

pation was completely voll.;ntary. (A copy of this letter- and other
study materials will be ,found in a prior repo_rt;“Alkin, Stecher &
Daillak, 1980.)

. In follow-up telephone conversations, all but two principals
expressec. = willingnass to partiéipate, and we halted samp'e selection

once 20 principals had committed themselves and their schools to the

study. Then we augmented this sample with two additional -schools,
selected from those serviced by the compensatory education evaluator
studied by Daillak (1980) in‘ the companion study to this research.
Thus, 22 schools ultimately participatea in the study.? =

As stated, almost all the principals ag;'eed to participate: only two
declined. One school principal asked to be excused because "participa-
ion was voluntary". She added that she was without an assistant
principal, had additional duties, and needed to give any extra time she

might have to the children and teachers. The second principal also

5‘" Later, one school dropped itself from the sample after its principal
became ill and was unable to participate in the interviews. That
school was replaced by another school delected randomiy from the
preliminary sample of 28 candidate school sites.

- 22 -
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mentioned that participation was voluntary. He declined to participate
because this was his first year as principal of the school and all his
time and energy was néeded to help solve existing problems within the
school. Both principals were very apologetic and wished us well on the

project.?

THE FIELD INTERVIEWS
Schedpling Interviews

Two or three weeks before the field interviewing was to begin,
research team members called eacﬁ principal and explained the proposed
interview procedures. They arranged for three one-hour interview;
with 10 or 15-minute} breaks between interviews. Principals were aske:d
to identify two other rpembers of their staff who were school level deci-
sion makers as we had defined them earlier.

Though this identification procedure was not random, we doubt that
it introduced any bias into our results. It was only in the case of the
third respondent that the principal exercised any significant amount of
free choice. There was little or no flexibility in the selection of the
first two respondents: the principai was always interviewed, and we
always asked to speak with the Title | Coordinator, if such a person
existed. However, most schools did have more than one additional indi-
vidual with administrative responsibility who fit .our criteria for the
third person. But even here the principal's selection criteria (whatever

they were) had little bearing on that person’s ability to recall events,

? The remaining non-selected schools in the preliminary sample were
contacted by phone and letter, thanking them for their cooperation
but infurming them that the randomly-selected final sample was filled.
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and hence had little ﬁnpact on the generalizability of our results. If no
Title | coordinator existed, we asked for the highest ranking adminis-
trator with responsibility for Title | programs.

We tried to obtain the name and the official title of each of the
interviewees in our first phone call. If the names and titles of the
other two school level decision makers had not been obtained in the
initial call, they were obtah{\ed during a second telephone confirmation,
a day or two ' efore the interview.. In one or two instances, the sche-
duled interviewee was unavailable when the interviewer arrived at the
school, and the principal had arranged for a substitute who satisfied
our respondent selection criterid® Almost without exception, the school
personnel we dealt with were cooperative and willing to go out of their

way to meet our requirements.

Conductirg Interview§

The interviews were conducted without major problems. The first
interview always was conducted with the school principal, and, before it
began, the rest of the day's schedule was reconfirmed. In addition,
the interviewers generally secured, in advance, an appropriate location
for each interview. We thought it important that the interviews not
take place in a public’place; not only could distractions interfere with
the conversation, but respondents also might find it difficult to answer
candidly while their peers were within earshot.

Each of the interviews was tape recorded on identical machines.
(Since tape cqunters are not standardized from one brand to another,

identical tape recorders facilitated subsequent data analysis and

review.)




Tape recordings were overt. At the beginning of each conversation,a
the interviewer indicated that he was planning to make a taped record
of the interview to ensure accuracy in the study and to facilitate future
analysis. There were no objections to this, although a few of the
respondents asked that the machines be turned off momentarily while
they made certain comments. In each of these isolated instances:, the
respondent commented about another individual at the school and did
not war;t the person's name recorded.* Aside from these instances in
which personalities were involved, there were no irregularities or

surprises in the inteview process.

DATA ANALYSIS
The aggregation of field data is one of the most difficult tasks for

those who conduct naturalistic research. Hours of interviews and pages
ot no‘es¢ must be summarized cystematically into a usable form. A
balance must be struck between maintaining the richness of detail
afforded by the naturalistic data. and reducing data sets to a manage-
able and comparable form. A number of procedures have been tried by
different researchers to accomplish this task. Alkin, Daillak and White
(1979) presented a multi-stage data aggregation strategy in Using Eval-
uations. The strategy used in the current study is guided by that -
approach, while at the same time it varies from some specific procedures

because of the natuie of the data.

* We indicated to each respondent that all data would be recorded
anonymously at the beginning of the interview, but such assurances
are not always remembered...or believed. In fact, one of the subtle
disadvantages of tape recording is that voices are identifiable, and
the actual tapes themselves are never truly anonymous.
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The data analysis proceeded through several phases: developing
and validating an initial written .data base, undertaking various first
stage data synthes“is activities, refining the data base, and carrying out
the final stage analysis and synthesis. Each of the procedures will be

discussed in the sections which follow.

Developing the Initial Written Data Base

In our view, one of the most critical points in the analyses of quali-

tative data is the development of the initial written data base. Know-

Igdge and insights gained from previous research enabled us to focus
the interviews on five specific topic areas. This simplified data aggre-
gation by providing a logical framework within which interview and vali-
datior; ’summaries would be fitted. Summary forms were developed
corresponding to the initial topic guide. (See Appendix D for the
interviewer summary form.)

As soon as possible after conducting the three interviews, the inter-

viewer set about the task of completing a summary form for each inter-

.view. Respondents were coded by school (e.g., 17) and by position

(e.g., SP2--the second staff person interviewed). The first step was

t

to summarize accurately the actual information conveyed by the respon-

dent.- ‘Interviewers referred to their aotes of the conversation as they

recorded comments within each of the topic areas of the summary- form.
The second step was to listen to the tape to select direct “Juotations

which captured the significant information and perspectives embodied in

 Though the process was noil overly complicated, it was nonetheless
quite time consuming. The summary form for each. one-hour interview
took two and one-half to three hours to complete.
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the comments of each re<pondent.® In addition, the interviewers
elaborated on their :initial written summaries if the tape recording
suggested important detaiis they had omitted. Thus, the final summary

form - ontained five or six pages of narrative comment on *he respon<

dent's point of view (organized by topic area) and up to an additional

five or six pages in relevant direct quotations. The summary form,
along with a second summary form to be discussed shortly, became the

.

initial data base for subseql.:ent analysis.
Validating the Initial Written Data Base
A number of strategies was employed to énsure the accuracy of the
initial writj;en interview summaries. .‘ln part‘i'cular, four project ;;roce-
dures helped to assure data validity: use of tape recorders, use of
independent validators, internal verification, and external verification.
Tape Recorders. Arguments have been raised againct the use of
tape recoraers, (e.g., they are intrusive, artific.as, a mechanical
crutch, etc.) However, there are also strong arguments in their favor:
- 1. they free the interviewer to concentrate more on developing his
or her next questions instead of recording the respondent’s
previous answer and allow the interviewer to focus his or her
attention on the respondent rather than a piece ofh paper;
they allow the interviewer to replay the 'inter;iew and listen for
things that might not have been readily apparent during the
interview; and

they serve as a permanent record of the raw data of the study.

-,




This latter argument, in our view, constitutes the most important
reason for using tape recorders. The permanent raw data base allowed
us to secure a second, independent written summary of each interview
and thus provided a means to validate the interviewer's impressions.
Later, after we narrowed our analy.'tic focus and developed final coding
iproced_ures, we reassessed the raw data tapes a third time. Such a
thorough, multistage analysis would have been impossible without this
permanent record. . ‘

Independen't Validators. After an interview had been conducted at 5 "
school “and the summary forms completed by the interviewer, the
cassefte tapes were turned ox;er to a validator. Working from the tapes
alorre, this person completed a second independent set of summaries.
Validators listened to the tapes (and completed their summary forms) in
the order in which the interviews took place. Each tape was played
completely through" before the validatorg b;gan the proc.ess of summar-
izing the interview accerding to the topics in the validator's summary
topic guide. (Validator's summary forms paralleled those used by the
interviewers.) A second listening of the tape generally produced the
remainder of the information necessary for the summary forms. Valida-
tors - also identified and transcribed key quotétions from each respon-
der\ Frequently this required listening to the tapera third timg; occa-
sionally only portions of the tape needed to be reviewed. »

Internal Verification. The two summaries together (interviewer's and
validator's) provide the basis for within-project verification of the accu-
racy of the initial written data base. A step-by-step comparison was

made of each pair of summary documents. A high correspondence would




allay fears that the data aggregation process might have introduced
individual biases or discontinuities.

We had anticipated the possibility of substantial discrepancies
getween the two versions ot each interview and had developgd a proce-

dure for adjudicating these differences. A panel, consisting of the

interviewer, the validator, and a third member of the research team,

s ®

would consider both written versions of the interview and, if neces-
sary, would listen to the interview tape before ascertaining the correct
interpretation of the actual events.

In fact, while some differences between the validator and interviewer
summary sheets existed, the differences were (almost without exception)
in the amount of detail included while reporting the same occurrence or
point of view. After the initial comparisons, there were only two or
-three instances in all 65 hours of tapes in which the interviewer and
the Yalidator reported information which was contradictory. Moreover,
none of these‘discrepancies centered on a focal iss’i.lé. in the interview.
Relistening to a portion of the tape recordings provided a sin;ple but
satisfactory resolution of differénces. As a result; we are confident
that oﬁr data aggregation'process accur:ately portréyed the interview

information.

External Verification. It is also possible that what was actually said

during the interview did not accurately reflect the respondent's point of
viéw, perhaps because of the iﬁtgerview content. Tne interviewer, for
example, frustrated or distracted the respondent with repeated inter-
ruptions to ask for clarification or additional detail. We already knew

that our summaries accurately reflected what had been said. External
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validation would tell us if what had been said accurately portrayed the

situations and points of view of the respondents.

A sample of' respondents was asked to judge the accuracy of the
summaries of their own interviews. The second school visited by each
of the five interviewers was selected for field validation.® Copies of the

interviewer summary forms were mailed to the three respondents at each

‘of these five schools. They were asked to review the summaries and

note inaccuracies. We asked them, "Do these summaries accurately
reflect the events you described?” This field validation process, there-
fore, 'gave us a measure of the sensitivity of our interviews. We
tearned if the words that were said accurately portrayed the situations
and points of view of the respondents.

Follow-up phone calls ‘'were made a week after the maillng, reminding
respondents to return the summaries with their comments. The close of
the scheol year precluded a second set of reminde;'s. Nevert,heless,'TO
of the 15 summaries were returned. (It is our belief that a r"espondent
who founu errors in the sumrary was more likely co return it than one
who felt everything had been portrayed accurately.) Four of the ten
respondents made corrections. A total of 26 cc mments were made on

the other six forms.

An analysis of the respondents’ comments. revealed very few substan- -

tive differences with the summaries. In most cases, elaborations and
explaﬁations cffered by the respondents represented tangential informa-
tion that had not come out in the interview process. In sum, detailed

analysis of the comments affirmed that our interpretations of events and

¢ We felt that the first set of interviews would not be truly representa-
tive. (Nor would the last one.)
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respondents’ points of view were quite valid.

Conc.eptual Data Synthesis
"~ Though we had specific objectives for the User Interview Study and

- a number of research questions for which we sought answers, we

approached the analysis céutiously_. One problem with analyzing quali-
tative dat'a is that the researcher tends to impose his or her own cate-
/’ gories rather than letting the data "speak-for themselves”. To avoid
’ this pitfall we began the data synthesis in a non-directive manner. - In
. unstructured group discussions we collqpted impressions and identified

areas for further scrutiny.
| As the group discussions progressed, certain themes began to
emerge repeatedly from the comments of-different respondents, and we
fc;cused on these inductively derived tor.;ics.‘ We elected t3 investigate a
: variety of‘these themes ar:d developed a procedure talled the Human
- - bata ‘nk to facilitate. verification of preliniinary notions againsi the
full collection of written summaries. We proceeded further with some of
the analyses and produced working papers on a small number pf diffe-
rent then;es. The .un:ierlying relationships that emerged in this'manner

became the basis for our later structured data synthesis, and the vari-

—-ables that we deemed to be important after our conceptual synthesis

s ea A tiase b

were. included in those instrumental data refinement activities. The
group discussions and the Human Data Bank will be described below.

Group Discussions., The synthesis. of data from the data base began

"with a series of open discussions among the members of the research

- team -- the principal investigator, five interviewers, and five valida-

e

2 | _ ,
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“tors. The group met weekly following the completign of interviewing

and validation to share impressions and. experiences. Research 4eam
members already were begipn'ing to notice patterns among responses in .
jtheir data subsets which might hold acfoss the eomplete sample. Their
'discussions ’Eouched upon many topics, including exactly what consti-
tuted "significant occurrences" i‘n' the minds of our respordents, what
types of data seemed te be the most important to them, and what their
areactions were— to the different kinas of evaluation data thatgwe‘re avai-

3

lable. .- ¢

After three group meetings, each member of the team was asked to
prepare a draft. report based on the lnterVnews he/she conducted or
validated. Team members were asked to‘make their report reflect only
~the data from their own data base. The discussion of these draft
reports at a ‘subsequent staff mee.ing wav’s.‘ very enlighteni[\g’.‘ AQ
surprising number of points of view emerged;. One person saw the
management.' style and administra'tive. approach of the respondents as the
most significant variable. Ano'ther focuse'dron the favorable or unfavo-
rable results of the Program Quality Re\;iew (PQR) proeess. A couple
of staff men.\bers commented on the wide variety of respondeht‘impres—
sions about what the word "evaluation"” actually mea'nt.\ Some very
interesting and useful insights/ enlerged from this discussion.

To obtain an external critique of the themes emerging from the data,
a conference telephone call was arranged with Michael Patton. Members
of the research team discussed their initial -thoughts with Patton, a

process wh‘ich‘resulted in a good many insightful and illuminating

comments.
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Des. riptive Ancﬂyﬁ}\gnd The Human Data Bank. We continued our
conceptual synthesis of the data in two other forms. First we categor-
ized and summarized a number of prominent features of the respondents
in our sample and the signivicant 'oc'cu‘rrem.es they described. For
¢vample, job titles of respondents were categorized and similarly, an
initial coding system for ty-'pe }Jf signifiéanf qaccurrence was developed,
and a breakdc;v;n of si?;nificant occurrences ..s produced. These
summary descriptions helped u: to familiarize oursalves w'th the massive
data<base We had gathered. In addition they suggested. a number of
interesting initial patterns for further analysis. ' \?\
. # .
While categorizjng and coding features for an inductive summary

review was a relatively easy task, -a more co‘mplex strategy was neces-

)

sary for the bulk of the analysis. Initially, we thought that once a

prefiminary topic o; inte;-est had been identified in the group discus-"
sions, we would sea“rch the domplete data base of interview and vali-‘
dator summaries for information pertaining to .the topic. Unf’ort‘unately,‘
case-by-case review was time consuming. and each subsequent review
seemed an inefficient duplication of e fort This es both a bléssing ar:d
a -curse of qualitative research: repe;ted review and examinatio\n
uncover subtletjes and ';uances, but it prohibi_t.;. simply turning quanti-
tative data over to a computer programmer for a quick statistical
printout.

We developed ‘a compromise technique. Five of the researchers,
thoie who had been the most extensively'involvé,d and had done the

. “greatest number of interviews or validations, wanted to continue

working on the project until some of the analyses were completed.
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Having this groui;.) gf researchers availab‘le suggested another possible
scheme for analysis: "the human data bank”. (While the label makes
the principal ‘investtigator cringe, he has yet to find an acceptable
substitute.)

The five research team members and the principal investigator were
each responsible for the distinct group of schoo's with which they were
the most familiar. During t'he following months of analysis they acted
as channels to the data from their schools. They reviewed the inter-
views and both summary sheets in detsil and made brief notes to aid in -
later recall. Team members became informed stand-ins for the actual
raw data.

The analysis team met regularly throughout the summer. Each
person selected one of the themeé which had emerged from our earlier
work to pursue in greater detail. For example, if one member had an:
idea about how the decision maker's personality affected his or her atti-
tude toward the data, this would be presented to the group. Each
member would comment on the idea based on the information given by
the responaents in his or “ar group of schools. After such a discus-
sion it was usually easy to tell if a line of inauiry was worthy of
further investigation, needed modification, or should be abandoned.

When an idea appeared worthy of further investigation, the person
leading that inquiry drew up a questionnaire or a series of direct
probes which could be put to the "h‘uman data bank"”. Members of the
group prepared a detaiied response, identifying specific relevant exam-
ples and relating direct quotations from the respondents. Most impor-

tantly, they also identified code numbers which could be used to locate
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the informatign in the‘ summéry sheets. The human data bank respon-
dents thus served like a card catalogue-or.index."

Finally, based on inr.:yt from the human data bank, the analyst of a
particular topic reviewed the data summary sheets themselves. After
this perusal of the data, drafts of analytic papers were prepared.
They Aincluded: complete descriptions of the ideas or relationships that
were bein.g investigated, a discussion of the data on which they were
based, directl quotes to explféate' the presentation, and further elabora-
tior: to explain moderating elements in the analysis and interactionsl
Each draft was reviewed by the full team and, i‘n essence, was
compared with the data reality as perceived by the "data Bankers".
Only drafts which stood up to the scrutiny of the complete group were
refined and developed into project working bapers. Because of the
participation of the other members of the group, not only were the
papers that evolved at this stage stronger and more thoroughly thought
out, but the process of checking them directly against the raw data
also was significantly simplified. -

We learned a great deal fror;r these conceptual data synthesis efforts.
We identified a number of important variables that seemed to be related.
to evaluation usé. . These included the types of information that were
available, the ‘personal style of the adr;rinistrators, the *number of
options or alternative course of action that‘wer‘e considered, whether or
not someone "championed”" a particular cause, the personality of the
district evaluation consultant, and so forth. More importantly we found
an overall structure for analyzing the events that had been described

to us. Our respondents’ descriﬁgit‘!ons of significant occurrences were




almost all organized around decision making processes. Whether these
were imposed decisions from administrative superiors, individual deci-
sions by principals, or deliberative processes carried out among the
whole school staff, decision making seemed to be at the core of the
occurrence. Further analysis of decision making procedures seemed to
hold the greatest poténtial for probing evaluation utilization in these
significant occurrences. To summarize, then, our conceptual data
synthesis _culminate_d in the identification of a number of important vari-
ables for further study and the emergence of decision making as the

core around which to structure that study.

Instrumental Data Synthesis

As noted above, the more our familiarity with the data increased,
the more our attention was drawn towards the decision making process
as ;the key structure t‘nderlying evaluation utilization in each significant
occurrence. Evaluation utilization seemed to be inextricably linked to
decision making, and a fuller understanding of the decision process
might shed usefui light on utilization. In particular, we hoped to be
able to characterize patferns in schoo! level decision making ansi to
investigate the role that different information types -- including evalua-
tion -- played in these actions.

One problem emer"ged, however; though our interviews contained a
lot of information on decision making, summaries lacked sufficient detail
for such an analysis. Our initial notion had been that the written

summaries would provide a sufficient bass for all further study. It was

only after we progressed sufficiently in the task of data synthesis that
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we became aware of their shortcomings: they were broadly focused to
convey a valid representation of the whole interview, but they lacked
the -precise information we desired on this specific topic.

While the broad notion of a "significant occurrence” encompassed
many possible school actions, most discussions focused on a key promi-
nent decision that the school made in relation to the occurrence.. Thus
decision making had been portrayed in considerable detail in most of the
intervieWs. However, obtaining these detailed accounts necessitated
developing new instrumentation and relistening to the raw data tapes.
This reanalyis procedure. is discussed below. )

Developing the Coding Form. Our goal in reanalyzing the tapes was
to describe the decision-making process that had been elucidated in the
interviews in a manner that allowed us to examine patterns in the data
and relationships between variables of interest. One 6bjective was to
understand the relative importanée of e;aluative information vis-a-vis
other kinds of inputs into elementary school decision making. Another
objective was to see if 'any relationship existed between the type of
decision and; the range of information brought to bear upon it. To do
this we needed a framework for organizing the relevant data from the
interviews. A framework cc;rresponding tou decision theory seemed
logical.

Decision theory suggests that problem analysis proceeds through a
number of phases before its ultimate resolution (e.g.; Griffiths, ;1958).
While the number of stages and the identifying labels vary from author

to author, all agree that the first/'phasé entails recognitioh of a problem

or need for action. This is followed by a process of interactions among




the parties directly involved in the decision, until ultimately a single
course of action is selected.

Our respondents, too, talked about activities at the school
proceeding through a sequence of steps that uitimately resulted in some
response or action. However, our earfier fiata syr;thesis efforts
suggested that decision making in the schools- does not end with the
identification of the ultimate course of action. In fact, there may be
two more iaentifiable ac{ivities before the proéess achieves complete
resolution. -Many times a recommendation ar;'ived at through a process
such as the one we haé described was subsequently "ratified" by the
principal or by the staff as a whole. While there was- the potential for
a _veto at this stage, more often the selected course of action was given
.pro forma approval-. In addition, there was sometir;es a follow-up stage
in which information about the decision was disseminaéed to a wider
auciience -- either the general school staff, gdvisor;i bodies, parent
organizations or the brogdér local community.

Consequently, we hypothesized a four-phase mogel to sfructu?e the
analysis: (1) identification of a prompt to action; (2) an interaction
process culminating in a specific decision; (3) pc;ssible review and
"sign-gff" by other school personnel; and (4) possible dissemination of
the decision to a_wider audience. At each point~in the process, we
identified which actors were involved and what kinds of data --
perso;ral impressions, quantitative measures, expert recommendations,

etc. -- contributgd to their actions. Evaluative data were of particular

interest.




Insights gained from our earlier analyses and Qur current project
discussions suggested other variables that should be included in the
design fqr data collection. For example, the apparent difference
between schools' reactions to decision situations externally mandated and
those internally proposed suggested that the genesis of the promp;
might be an important variable in our analysis. Similarly, we noted
that the type of decision might affect the pattern of decision making.
We were al‘so attentive to the roJe that key individuals (such as the
school principal) might play in the decision process.

Category systems were generated for claésif'ying each of the threg

key variables -- the type of decision, the relevant personnel, and the

kinds of information that were brought into play, and coding schemes

were developed for other variables of interest -- the genesis of the

prompt, the number of options, the length of the decision sequence,

the existence of a strategy for decision making, and the identification:

of the ‘issue under consideration with a particular group of people.
After severaI' drafts, the revised form was pilot tested and any
-remaining ambiguous items or confusing language were eliminated. (See
Appendix E.) !

On the forms the coders were asked to make two critical evaluative
judgments about the interview itself. One concerned the level of
‘missing data; the other reflected the accuracy of.the sequencing of
events.

From the written summaries we learned that not all the interviews

explored the significant occurrences in equal detail. Some respondents

were unable or unwilling to carefully reconstruct the school's activities




related to the significant occurrence they identified. Some interviewers
devoted so much time to context-setting discussions or dialogues about
the respondent’s general experien::e with evaluation that the exchange
'r;elated to each specific occurrence was extremely abbreviated. In
order to assess the completeness of the descriptions, one item c,m the
coding form asked the coders to judge the amount of information they
believed to be missing fromathe portrayal. . -
The first data s.ynthesis efforts also showed that the reSpondents did
not always recount incidents in precise chronological order. The inter-
viewers' follow-up probes often uncovered details that had to be
inserted into the skeleton sequerce of events which was emerging.
While most interv}ews finally arrived at a clear ordering of events,
(though it may have been derived in a jumbled fashion), in wsome
instances the_ sequence of events was never cla;'ified. Either tI:ge
respondent could not remember the:\ exact sequence or could not be
. guided into clarifying the order of events. Even when the respondent
was cg;operatiVe the interviewer did not always recognize an inconsis-
tency or lack of ;.aroper sequencing during the interview and failed to
ask for clarification. Therefore, the coders also were asked to rate
their confidence in their reconstruction of the sequence of events.
Ensuring the Reliability of the Coding Process. We instituted a
number of procedures to ensure that the data would be coded reliably.
Only four coders were used: each was a doctor;al student in evalua-
tion. The coders were involved in the development, revision, and pilot

testing of the coding \forms, thus insuring that any conflicting interpre-

tations and confusion® about language were clarified before ,the coding




began. - Their complete participation helped to standardize the coding

process.

Most importantly, the coders worked in pairs. As they listened, the
two codérs filled out a single coding form, replaying the tape when
their interpretations differed to adjudicate their differences. The
coding pairs were periodically rematched so that no pair-dependent
interpretative biases entered the analysis. The coders could review the
initial written summary first in order to listen for greater detail the
first time the tape was reviewed. In_ addition, t)he same pair listened to
all three tapes that had been made at a given school and listened to the
tapes in the same order in which the interviews had taken place.

Finally we made one empirical check of the reliability of the coding
proc;ss. The same set of tapes were reviev;led by different pairs of
coders and their results were compa?ed. This comparison showed that
the scoring was essentially the sam‘e. Small differences existed, but
these were mostly in terms of degree. That is to say, one pair identi-
fied an input into ‘the decision process as “classroom tests” while
another identified it as “tests, undifferentiated". However, the
sequencing of events and qualitative judgments about the accuracy of
the des_criptions were the same.’

Based on the precautions that were taken in developing the coding
forms and procedures and the results of‘\ this post-hoc comparison, we

felt sacure that the refined data base reflected the descriptions that

had been given by our respondents. We knew from our earlier external -

" These differences in degree indicated to us that it was not possible to
make the fine differentiations that were included in our category
systems, and in the final data analysis we grouped responses at a
higher level of aggregation.
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validation that the respondents believed the content of the interviews

accurately reflected the events that had transpired at their schools.

Quantitative Analysis

Overview. The variables we selected for quantitative analysis and
the relationships we chose to investigate were in large part derived
from our initial qualitative analysis -- the written summaries, the group
discussions, the Human Data Bani<, etc. Though we hoped to gain new
insight from the numerical comparisons, our guiding principle

throughout was not to sacrifice descriptive accuracy in the name of

quantitative efficiency..

.The analysis proceeded in stages. First, we classified “the signifi-
cant oucurrences into categories that reflected the subject or action
under c;)nsideration. The individual decision set;luences previously had
been coded in terms of the personnél involved and the type of informa-
tion used at each step, so we then developed categorizations for the
variables "personnel configuration” and "type of information"g. Finally,
vtre analyzed, the relationships betw'ee‘n the three variables. Using 't pe
of information' in the role of dependent variable we e?(amir{ed the deci-
sion sequences to see if there were any identifiable relationships
between the gnformation profiles and tha type of occurrence or the
configuration of personnel involved.

The evolution of the significant occurrence had been conceptualized
in four chronological phases -- recognition of a prompt to action, deci-
sion makiné, ratification of the decision and dissemination. Most of the

interaction occurred in the decisiqr{ making phase, and our analysis was

concentrated there.

- -2- 00
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- The subsample. Our written summaries contained descriptions of 109

significant occurrences.® A m:m{ber of factors intervened to reduce the
size of our fn:\al data base. First, "significant occurrence” was not
synonymous with "school decision”. In some cases our respondents
perceived their school to be so dominated by exter;\a! factors “(e.g.,
district-wide integration requirements) that they only identified signifi-
cant occurrences in which the school essentially had no options -- their
only choice had been to comply with the rules. _Our:f interviewer probed
to datermine if there ‘were-other Jevents the re.;.pondent judged to be
significant, events in which the school had some latitude for action. In
20 cases we were not able to elicit two such occurrences. As a result
we did not always obtain two significant occurrences in which there had
beén some within-school choice of action.

Second, the. focus of our interviews had been on factors that
affected evaluation utilization in the context ‘of each occurrence. This
investigation was usually accomplished by reconstructing the sequence
of events that had transpired. However, not all interviews proceeded
in this manner. We knew when we ;decided to reconstruct decision
sequences that not all of our descriptions would be complete in this
regard. Thus we were careful to include a measure of the accr.racy

and completeness of the portrayal in our coding forms.

* We conducted 65 interviews, and hoped to obtain descriptions of two
significant occurrences from 2ach respondent. However, digressions,
elaborations, time constraints and the inability of some respondents to
identify any significant occurrences made our actual sample somewhat
smaller. . ’ .
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The first step in the analysis was to identify a subsample of occur-
rences that contained complete descriptions of *the‘ school’'s decision
making process. This subsample included 73 school decisions, and
these 73 cases formed the basis for all the analyses which are reported
in the following chapters.

Analytic procedures. The quantitative analytic procedures we
. .
employed for investigating the data were not complex; most of our
analysis consisted of frequency counts and cross tabulations. There
were three‘ reasons fpr this. First, we were not look'ing for obscure

relationships that would be difficult to detect. Our research questions

were directed toward naturally occurring paticrns among pairs of varia-

bles. Secqnd, we did not have interval or ratio scales that could be
subjected to more sophisticated statistical analyses; our Yata were cate-
gorical -- different types of information, personnel or occurrences.

Third, though we began with 65 inter\"iews,n when we separated them

into natural categories, the number in each cell of the analysis was too
small for most statistical techniques. Consequently most of our analysis
consisted of frequency counts and cross tabu"lations.

The advantage of this type of analysis is that the results are ;'ery
easy to understand. We sorted the decisions by type of occurrence and
compared the different information profiles that were observed in each.
Similarly we-sorted by type of personnel and compared information use
patterns. In addition,. we cross-tabulated ipformation use agains.t the

other variables of interest we had coded -- source of the prompt,

number of options, length of the decision sequence, existence of a stra-

tegy for decision making and identification of the issue with a particular

group. !




One disadvantage of the small number ;':f observations in mény of the -
'categories of our analysis is that it prevented us frqm. c0nduct'i}\g anx
tests ‘of statistical significance on the differences in iiL‘i‘ormation usé we
observed. This was less a drawback than one might imagine, howeve/r.
an',,mt/lst not for:get that all the quantitative analyses were derived from
our original __qt:lalitati‘ve inquiry, and we already had ‘scme insight into
which effects were significant from our extensive earlier review of the
data.. Newly’ di_s.covered quantigtative .diffe'rences would have to corres-
pbnd witr; these prior understandings befor;.e we considered ‘them to be
seliable. .
However, we had to develop some ‘guidelines for judging the iﬂmpor-'
° tance of the differences we might detect. We established the gol‘lowing
guidelines: (1) Place little erhpha—sis on differences that were detected
when the number of casés un'der consideratic::n 'was under five; they had
limited reliability.» (2)’ Use the average information use profile across -
all cases in the sample as the baseline for testing each category. Put
little emphasis'on differences that are less the magnitude of _ti#is overall

average. (3) In all instances use earlier insights and the knowledge

.gained from the initial data synthesis as the final atbiter of the impor-

tance of differences that were detected.
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“ . \ . Chapter 3 P
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: DECISION MAKING BHASE

& °

" INTRODUCTION

In Chapters 3 and 4 we will focus on the decision making phase, and .

present the results of our analysis of this segment of thg ﬂsch‘éol's

- activities. We emphasize the decision'making phase because most of the

"process. The analysis of the recognitio“n, ratification and dissemination

- f
.

information conveyed by “our respondénts related” to the der’:ion

-~

‘-
phases will be included in Chapter 5.
’ i

The results presented in this chapter %re primarily descriptive,’

focussing in. turn on the three variables, type of occurrence, type of

information, and type of personnel. Each section presents the results

>

and also includes somg‘/preliminéry discussion of the meaning of the
'

data. We hope, qthereby, to avoid the "symbol shock" which can follow .

.lengthy presentation of numbers and fi’éures. ‘Nonetheless we resecve

our overall commerit and conclusions for the final chapter.

BREAKDOWN OF SIGNIFICANT OCCURRENCES

.The respondents in our sample were asked to identify significant
- . ‘ »~ .
occurrances for discussion. Much can be learned from that iden!:ifica-

tion about the local school decision- maker's perspective on important
school events, the scope of program change that commonly occurs and
the kinds of activities on which evaluation  might conceivabl- "2 brought

14

to bear. -
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We reviewed the list of significant occurrences carefully and classi-
fied them into g-neral categories. Some occurrences involve aspects of

more than one category. For example, planning a new Title IVc

program involves con.iderations of both bucget and the distribution of

administrative staff time. However, we tried to assign each occurrence
to the catego y that most appropriately reflected the primary thrust of
the activities desScribed. ,

At this point analytic efficiency argued for constructing four or five
broad topic areas that would subdivide the sample more or less equally.
Unfortunately, the naturally-occurring similarities among the occur-
rences did‘ not create such a br:eakdown. :}I'here were a dozen identifi-
able clusters of decisions ranging from purely administrative, such as
hiring new staff members, to the instructional, such as develobing a
special classroom arrangemer.t for students who fall behind ii. their
reading program. The complete list included occurrences related to:
(1) instructional materials, (2) creation of new prograr (3) out-of- -
classroom professional staff. (4) small scale instructional programs, (5)
bilingual program imple'mentation,' (6) general curriculum guidelines, (7)
miscellaneous Jactivities, (8) personnel at:tipns, (9) evaluative events,
(10) parent involvement, (11) staff development, and.(12) patterns of
studgnt grouping for instruction. Though the size of these groups
variéd greatly ond some wére so small as to preclude reliable tests of
differences in later analysés, faithfulnes:e. to the situation we were
trying to depict required that we maintain all 12 catego.ies. For
descriptions of the 12 categories are as follows"

E
1. ‘Instructional Materials (IN5 MATL)?®
{




As opposed to curriculum guidelines, significant occurrences

grouped under the heading of instructional materials.did affect

" classroom instruction directly.

Example: After many unhappy years with the DRP
- program -- a phonics-based developmental program, s
the school decided to purchase a new basic reader for
the following year (19SP1). ’

Each of these occurrences related to supporting instructional

R . material that the teachers used on a daily basis. This category

does not include any actions to change teachers' pedagogical

i

styles directly.
2. Creation of New Programs (NEW PROG)
This category includes all instances in.which additional funds
_or staff time was available for development and implementation of

a new:\ir:structional program.
Example: A new program was instituted in selected
schools in Metro District this year. It was designed to
provide extra-instructional activity at the conclusion of
a regular school day for students who were in heavily

racially-isolated schools. Teachers were given an
- eleveh percent salary bonus and asked to provide
B - seven additional hours of student contact per week..

While some possible forms for this after-school activity
was suggested, - each school could determine on its own
the type of program it would provide. (04P)
3. Out-of-Classroom Professional Staff (STF PERS)
This group of occurrences involved changes in the roles and
\ responsibilities of out-of-classroom staff. Other instances in this

category included changing or expanding the role of other auxi- |

liary staff positions, such as school psychologists or a multi-cul- /

* The phrases in parenthesis represent the abbreviated eight-character
labels that were retained by the computer and used in the charts and
figures that are reproduced later in the chapter.
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tural edycation coordinator.

Example: In the past the schools' four resource
teachers, who were subject matter specialists, worked
only with selected students on a pull-out basis. To
lower the pupil-to-teacher ratio for reading instruc-
tion, all the resource teachers were assigned to work
with a regular full sized group of students every day
during the’reading time period. (04SP1)

4. Small- .le Instructional Program (SML INST)
This category includes occurrences that affected instruction
in only a smali number of classrooms or only a small number of

selected stu dents..

Exampie: This school had a half-day pre-kindergarten

program. The school decided to allow one of the

teackers to work out a reading readiness program for

the pre-kindergarten and first grade students and
: eventually adopt it.

* This category also includes occurrences that affect the whole
school, but only in a minor way. Changes in the once-a-month
multicultural program exemplify this latter group.

5. Bilingual Program Implementation (BILINGL)
 This category includes those occurrences that related to the
implementation or expansion of bilingual programs.
: Example: - The number of Hispanic students enrolled in
this school had been increasing slowly over the past
two or three years. Bilingual aides had been used to
help with the language needs of those few students
who could not communicate effectively in English. As
the number of LES/NES students increased, the school
- could no longer provide effective instruction using
only aides, and they decided to adjust thei- staff allo-
cation so a full-time bilinguai teacher could be
employed to work with those students who needed a
bilingual program. (17SP2).
The categary also includes occurrences relating to the provi-
sion of bilingual instru “ional materials as weil as occurrences

- focused on increases in the number of bilingual staff.




Ceneral Curriculum Guidelines (GEN CURR)
These decisions involved changes in the official curriculum or
general guidelines for instruction.
. Example: In the past there had been separate curri-
culum strands for monolingual "and bilingual students.
The school decided to unify the two strands into a

- single-curriculum and adopt common grade level objec-
tives for all students (02 P1). ,

v
,.These general curriculum decisions do not represent any
attempt directly to supervise day-to-day instruction or to alter
the teachers' pedagogical approaches to students. They .deal
with Epurposes and goavls rather than means or methods to achieve
them. They are distinguished from occurrences involvi}\g selec-
tion of new instructional materials or changes in program guide-
lines that affect only a small segment of the school.
Miscellaneous | (MISC)

Miscellaneous occurrences include a variety of activities of
lesser instructional impor"tance which did not fit under any of
the other categories. Included in this category are occurrence§
involving changes in scheduling of auxiliary school activities,
such as f;estival's or dismissal times, decisions about the. timing of
a mandated activity, or decisions ‘about clerical or paraprofes-
sional staff.

Personnel Actions (PERSONNL)

This category includes those occurrences that were primarily
related to the principal's administrative role in hiring, firing,
promoting or transferring personnel.

i

\ Example: This school qualified for Title | funding for
the first time the previous year. The principal had to
select one person on the staff to serve in the newly

- 51 -

o3




created administrative position of Title | Coordinator.
(26SP1) ;

9. Evaluative Events (EVAL) : e
% _
The small number of significant occur 'ences in this category
related to testing or the needs assessment process.

Example: The regular tests that accompanied this .\
school's phonics-based reading program included a \
number of nonsense words, and many of the teachers

objected to using’ these in measuring the student's
achievement. The teachers omitted such words from |
their instructional program and felt they were inappro- i
priate. After some_ discussion the school decided to \
eliminate nonsense words from the tests and adjust the
scoring system accordingly. (15SP1)

—y

10. Parent Involvement (PAR INVL)
In this category; the significant occurrences involved activities
directed 7toward greater participation or communication with
parents.

Example: ~ In the past this school has offered work-
shops for parents in :a variety of subjects. Atten-
dance has been low and they have only had limited
success. The school decided to make modifications in
the parent-training program in order to improve its
effectiveness. (03SP2)

This category does not include activities related to the
responsibilities of classroom aides, a paraprofes§iona| staff posi-
tion frequently filled by parents.
11. Staff Development (STFF DEV) .
This category includes those significant occurrences which
involved improving the professional qualifications of the staff.

Example: This school had a sufficient number of bilin-
gual teachers to meet its legal commitment to LES/NES
students. However, many of the monolingual teachers
wanted to be able to communicate better with the
Spanish-speaking children in their rooms. As a
result, they organized a voluntary after schocl Spanish
class for faculty under the auspices of the staff devel-
opment program. (02SP2)
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Orientation to new program guidelines as well as special

training are included under this heading.

!
e e

" 12. Patterns of Student Grouping for Instruction (STU GRPS) /
This category included those significﬁnt occurrences that
centered on the instructional grouping of students.

LExample: Last year the second gracde teachers at this
school reorganized their instructional program into a
‘departmentalized’ structure, in which each taught
particular parts of the curriculum to' all students at

the grade level. After reviewing low test scores they .
decided to return to self-contained classrooms.

The occurrences of . this type were almos{ evenly divided

"between instances. in which instruction had been -carried out in
self-contained classrooms and was subsequently; transformed into
another arrangement -- team teaching or departmeﬁtalization -
and those instances in which the change had taken place in
reverse order. -

The breakdown of significant occurrences 'by categories is’ shown in

Table 1 . The frequency of each type of occurrence is displayed as

well-as the percentage of -the total sampie that fall into each category.




CATEGORY
INS MATL

NEW PROG
STF PERS
SML INST
BILINGL
GEN SURR
MISC

PERSONNL
EVAL

PAR INVL
STFF DEV

STU GRPS

Discussion

TABLE 1

Type of Significant Occurrence

(Instructional materials)
(Creation of new Programs)

(Out-of-classroom
professional staff)
(Small-scale instructional
" program)

(Bilingual program

" implementation)

(General Curriculum
guidelines)

(Miscellaneous occurrences)

(Personnel -actions)

(Evaluation-related
occurrences)

(Parent involvement)

(Staff development)

(Patterns of student
grouping for instruction)

- NUMBER OF

OCCURRENCES

13

11

8

PERCENT
OF TOTAL

17.

15.

11

11.

The information summarized in Table 1 elicits a number of

tions:

8

1

.0

observa-

1. The vast majority (84%) of the significant occurrences identified

by our respondents concerned matters of curriculum and instruc-

tion (GEN CURR, INS MATL, STU GRPS, NEW PROG, BILINGL,

SML INST). In

this

regard they

share what would be

considered the common view of what is "important” in schooling.

These are also areas in which evaluation can conceivably have

positive impaét. ¢




.” On the other hand, there were a fai‘r number of respondents who

identified non-instructional actions as significant. Seventeen_
percent of the occurrences involved personnel actionAs, parent
involvement, and other nv\iscelAlane‘gus occurrences of limited
instructional significance. Some of these ’'significant occur-
rences' were rather trivial in nature.

The fact of the matter is that some of the administrators we
talked with focused much of their attention on relatively small
aspects of their jobs. This group included some principals who
were "coasting” toward retirte‘;;\ent and focused on minor adminis-
trative matters rather than large-scale program innovations. But
it also included, for example, some resource teachérs who hand
limited areas of responsibility and consequently narrower views
of school decisions. ‘

Furthermore, a few active decision makers profferea very

unimportant activities as "significant occurrences”. One reason-

" able explanation for this may be captured in Weiss's (1980)

observation that ‘decisions are not made at schools but rather

"accrete" indirectly over time. Thus individuals may not

.identify any major decisions and not feel any school actions were

significant. A sense of "impotence” may also account for the
identification of unimportant activities as significant occurrences.
In fact, much of what occurs in the schools is prompted by.
forces outside the control of the individual school administrator.
Forty-five percent of the significant occ;urrences that were

described to us had their genesis in external events. Changing
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demographic patterns were a chief source of activity in the
schools. S'imilarly, the legal maneuverings surrounding school
desegregation and the district's actions in this issue had strong
‘impact on the individual schools. As one staff person told us,
I think ;'ight now the judge is effecting as much
change in education as anyone. The law dictates.
Decisions are made that schools are asked to live with

that they may not be capable.of dealing with effec-
tively. Yet we're asked t6 more and more. (12SP2)

Thirty-five of the original 109 significant occurrences that
were identified by our respondents related to changes in the
district's integration and bilingual programs. For exam;ale, most
of the instances in which new programs were initiated (Category
4) involved a district-level attempt to provide additional assis-
tance to schools that could not be desegregated by pupil trans-
portation.

. Understandably, some of our responderits felt that much of
what was done at the local level was prescribed by program
regulations and the district administration. Some of the decision
makers in our sample viewed their own role as purely reactive.
The following comments typify this perspecti\'e:

It just seems we've been bogged down doing- the
mandates of decisions made higher than the local
schools. Certainly our last couple of years have been
spent adjusting to new mandates, new laws that have
just been thrust upon us.(14P)

The coordinator from the Area Office hands it down
and, of course, we go along with it. It was not some-
thing we could decide ourselves. When they say go,
we go. (17SP1) ~ -

AN in all, it}is fair to say that much of what occurred in the

'schools during the year in which we conducted our interviews
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involved school responses to external events, and prominent

among these were district directives.

One can, however, react to such events in entirely - different

ways. Some. principals felt overwhelmed; others did not. The
latter group saw one of the main tasks of their job as .figuring _
out ways to accomplish what they wanted despite the flood of
regulations.~ Sometimes external mandates were even helpful --*
they gave the the adm/inistrator extra weapons in his or her
desire to bring about change. This sugg;sts that 'externaligy'
per se does not imply ‘Iimitation. Rather the level of opportunity
for action seems to bc; a function of how one perceives the situa-
tion and chooses to respond. " —. .
While. the overwhelming majority of the significant occurrencés :
had to do with elements of the instructional progrém, none
invol\:éd direct attempis to influence the manner in which Hindivi-_
dual te'achers car:ried out instruction. There were cha-ns,es in
guidelines, man‘agement systems, text books and diagnostic tests, » .
but there were no clear instances in which the brpfessional
boundary separatiﬁg administrative functions from instructional
decisions was broagched. The classroom door, 'fqr all intents and . -
purposes, remained closed.

This observation should n;>t éome as a surprise, and we offer
it only as further description of our sample. A currently C.
popular theory describes schools as "loosely coupled” systems in

which there is marked separation between the administrat'ive

1
sector and the sector that actually delivers the services (Weick,

1

o
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1976; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Similarly Miles. (A]980) suggests
that there are different "zones" of decision making within
schools, and that instructional decisions fall within the teacher's
-zone. Our samplelof significant occurrences tends to add
_credence to these theoretical descriptions. There were no clear
instar;ces in which the zone of instructional decisions was open
to direct action from the administration. ’
It is particularly interesting’ to examine those significant occur-
fgnces that rela;ed to the development of new programs. They
are‘a special sub-sample because they represent instances in
which the normal constraints on -action have bee’n relaxed.
Teachers and principals usually report that/ their options are -
limited by myriad pressures: scheduling’ constr;ints, budget
constraints, rules and regulations, and the like. In mo;t of the
instances in this category, the school had wi—de latitude to in,no-
vate-as this de§criptiou' shows,
Did the teachers have any constraints in deciding what
type of program they would like to initiate...? Very
little. Each teacher could have their own written
proposal which was subritted to* the principal for
approval _ so they had a great deal of
freedom. .. (07SP2) :

Yet the amount.of innovation was almost nil. * Typically the
additional hours that were required of teachers in the racially-i-
" solated schools were given over to small-group tutoring or tol
special-interest clubs. Wl'lile.we are not suggesting that either

of these two activities is inappropriate, it is interesting to note

there wereé no instances in which standard instructional patterns

were ‘abandoned for something unusual, creative or daring.




e ﬁm:ﬂyAr»we note how few of the decision makers - viewed evalua- -
tive events as significant. E\;aluation per se is simply not a
matter: of great significance in the schools. Daillak's (1980)
research in Metro indic.ated that the im‘pact of\evaluation was’
limited, ahd we did not expecf that many of the decision makers
would identify eveluation-related occurrences gmoﬁg the most

: /
significant activities that had transpired during the previous’

year. ,

r

BREAKDOWN OF TYPES OF INFORMATION

We :sed th; order in which events occurred to organize our recon-
st;'uction' of the $échool's decision process. At each ide;'itifiable step in
the decision sequence we asked for information about two .componeﬁts --
the personnel who were actively involved and the information sources
that were brought to bear on the interchange. ‘

Ideally, a respondent might- describe a rﬁeeting in which certain
informed-'indiviQuaﬂds discussed data from different sources in order to
illuminate a qugstion and select the best course of action. In such a
situation one could define the notion of "information” very narrowly as
facts derived from direct observation of a relevant situation, scientific

analysis of many situations -- i.e., research and evaluation -- or from

collegial reporting of similar situations. In reality, however, much of

i

what transpired in such meetings was not merely an exci\ange of
distingt facts, but rather an exchange that also included pe'r:sonal opin-
jons, attitudes and beliefs. These opinions were no doubt in some

-

manner derived from direct experience, scientific analysis, contact with
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—— -~ - .others, "and the .like, their exact genesis was unknown. Our respan-

~ beliefs and opinions were formed. The comments of one principal allude
‘ “to this distinction,

A

Observation and visitirg classrooms, labs, feedback from

teachers and | guess this gets down to an individual thing,

teachers expressing frustration or concerns about individuals

_working with their children, and then through my own obser- -
vations, that helped make the decision. (10P) -

Asl 2 result we e){‘(‘pandea the definition of information, to include
beliefs and opinion§ as well as;pieces of data. We use 'tl'i‘e term 'type of
iﬁf;)rmation' to refer to the smallest de;cripgive .unit; we could obtain
relevant to the interaction. We distinguished and qcoded.28 types of
information which were then grouped into 11 categori;s that contajn*
inputs of a sinilar nature. The 11 categoried are: ’.(1i,wfs and

' oginions,'(Z) program requirements and budgets, (3) direct observa-
tign, (4) parent input, (S)t district staff,- (6) needs assessment, (7)
external consultants, -(8) tests, (9) collegial advice, (10) other evalua-

’ *

these categories are as follows:,

.1. Beliefs and ©Opinions (OPIN[ON) This cagegory’ includes those’

- instances in which the personal opinions or beliefs of a teacher,

ﬁrincipal, .o~r stef. person were cited as important factors at a

particular step ir; the decision 'procaess.. QNothing further was
known about the genesis of that belief .or opinion.

2. FProgram Requirements and Budgets (PROG REQ) References to

guidelines or regulations governing a program fcl"rat were a factor

at some point in the decision are included in this category. In

dents often were unable to analyze the process throi.lgh which ‘these

“tion activities, and (11) other information types. Full descriptions of




}

some instances, rules governing allowable expenditu-es or expen-

diture limits ente'rec’:i into the decision process, and they are
included in this category as well. . ) .

3. Direct Observation (OBSERVTN) This category includes refer-
ences to ‘an individual's first-hand observations wm;h were
reported as ev'i‘dence on a particular i§sue. - -

4. Parent Input '(F;ARNF IN) This category incluc_!es' ‘input from
parents, whether it came from representative =p?rent committeés

1. or through informal c:'mtacts with staff.

5. District Stafi D(DIST STF) Advice and direction from Metro
district staff» éon._stitutes this category. This includes t‘he
subject matter ;pecialists as well as inc’iiv'iduass in the adminis-
trative hierarchy, but it e:(cludes people from the Eva‘luatic;m and
Testing office. " ‘ # '

6. Needs Assessment (ND ASSMT)!® This category ihcludes'

_instances in which information collected as part of a needs

asses;ment Qas referred to in a particular decision. Mo’st\'

schools conduct a single, annual needs assessment to meet‘ state
srogram guidelines. Some schools conducted smaller-scale nee‘ds

assessments at other times and these are also included in this

e

collection of information. I

7. External Consultants (EXT CONS) In some cases the schools

A

requested information or advice ‘from outside consultants and

N

(-specialists.  These. inputs are included in this category.

Publishers' representatives are also included in this category

a,

1¢ Evaluative inputs have been subdivided into three ‘categories because
evaluation is of particular interest.
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. along with.other- experts consultedrhby the school staff.

“ .‘8. 'F;es'fs (TES'I;S) This category includes ail referemce to test
scores. It include:s th?required, annual Tit'e | achievement
tgsts, classroom tests and other misgellaneous testing that
respondents mentioned.

9. Colleagial Advice (COLLEAGS) Professional colleagues often

exchange information, and this was cited as a factor in some

G -

decisions. References to information from principals or teachers
at other schools is included in this category.
10. Other Evaluation Ac:v.ties (OTH EVAL) The largest number of

entriez in this category referred to input frcn: the evaluation

consultant from the Metro E & T office. Additionally references
to local evaluations and references to the results of the state
PQR team reviev;/ are included’ in this category.

11. Other Information Sources (OTHER) The category includes those
few i.formation inputs which could not be classified into any of
the other ten categories.

‘The breakdown of information type by category is shown in Table 2

The fréquency of each type of information is dispiayed as well as the

percentage of the total sgmple that falls into each category.

i




L 3
TABLE 2

information Sources

NUMBER OF PERCENT

" CATEGORY OCCURRENCES OF TOTAL
OPINION (Beliefs and Opinions) 234 50.0
PROG REQ (Program Requirements ‘ 54 11.5

and budgets)
OBSERVIN (Direct Observation) 39 8.3
PARNT IN (Parent Input) 30 6.4
DIST STF (Di]strict Staff) 27 . 5.8
ND AéSHT (Needs Assessment) 26 5.6
EXT CONS (External Consultants) 24 5.1
TESTS  (Tests) 13 2.8
COLLEAGS (Collegial Advice) 11 , 2.4 =
OTH EVAL (Other Evaluation . 9 1.9
Activities)

OTHER (Other) 1 .2

Discussion

Table 2 illustrates some interesting relationships that are worthy of

further comment:

1.

Far and aw&ay the largest single input into decisions was beliefs
and opinioris. This can be interpreted in a number of ways. I¢
might simp‘ly reflect the responaents' laék c¢f know!cdge and
insight about the reasoning process of others. Another
interpretatiqn would argue that pepples' core values and atti-
tudes form over extended oeriods of time as a result cf a
multiplicity of e“ixperiences and consequentiy do not have identifi-

able short-term causes.

| Y
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A third perspective is provided by Lortie (1975), who
portrayed teaching as a particularly isolated profession that had
an insulated, cellular quality.‘ Teachers are expected to learn
how to teach frem their own personal experiences without relying
on ing from others. Thus, personal experience and personal
opinion become -levated in importance. One could easily argue
that the natural extension of this pattern of socialization to the
profession is a lowering of the interest in and reliance on
exchanges of facts and pieces of data between teachers and an
increased emphasis on the importance of self-derived attitudes
and opinions. Lortie's perspective is echoed in these remarks,

| guess the most important thing is my experience as
an educator. | think that we do not have a body of
experimental knowledge that we can call on and say
"this is clear cut"”. So | think in terms of looking at
the school day and such kinds of things we do with
children...! really don't have anything to base it on.
My experiences as an educator.... (19P)

What we observed in this study is probably a combination of

all these forces. Whatever the case, we can see clearly that
. &
beliefs and opinions are important. We will consider the role
that evaluation might have in opinion formation in a later discus-
sion.
Frequent citation of program guidelines and regulations adds
weight to some principals’ contention that their hands are often
tied. A number of administrators in our sample felt they oper-
ated in a universe of limited options.
That's right...in many case. it's a joke to say that
there are choices. ..the choices you have are not signi-
ficant enough to make any difference ..They would be

better off not telling us we have a choice when in fact
we don't. (12SP2)




The importance our resp.ndents gavee to rules and guidelines
in their accounts of the significant occurrences tends to corrobo-
rate that point of view.

3. The paucity of tests and other evaluation inputs is discouraging
but not surprising. There were very few instances in which
tests or other evaluations were cited in these significant occur-
rences. It seems that little has changed in this area since
research on the subject of evaluation utilization began in the
early 1970's.

4. On the other hand, needs assessment data were brought to bear -
on an important school decision twice as frequently as tests.
This adds some credence to the belief that needs assessment can
have a key role in school planning (even if its initial use is
torced upon the school). Here is a case in which it was useful,

Budget cuts necessitated making other changes,
according to the principal so he gave them (the staff
and parents) a needs assessment. He has discussed
the needs assessment process and one »f the needs
that was being assessed...the staff and parents
decided that we didn't need a reading coordinator or
math coordinator, that they would rather see people in

classrooms working with individual children. So ‘we
eliminated toth positions. (10P)

PERSONNEL CONFIGURATIONS IN SCHOOL;LEVEL DECISION MAKING

A wide variety of personnel was involved in the various school deci-
sions we investigated. Initially our coding form listed 20 different
‘personnel groupings, but as we listened to the tapes this list grew to
more than 30 different configurations of personnel described by our

respondents.




We tried to manage this diversity by matching similar configurations.

We identified seven categories:(1) administrators, (2) whole staff, 3).

téacher-administrator groups, (4) teachers (5) parent-aide-staff
groups, (6) parent-aide groups, and (7) consultants. We classified
each personnel group that was reported to us into one category as
follows:

1. Administrators (ADMIN) This category consists of instances in
which either the principal or various "staff persons” were
involved at a particular step in a decision. The size of the

, _administrative group does not matter.

. 2. Whole Staff (STAFF) This category includes those inst;nces in
Whi::h the whole staff met as a group at some point in the deci-
sion making process. We made no distinction ‘be,tween issties that
were included on a planned agenda and discussions that occurred
spo:rtaneously iﬁ staff meetings.

3. Teacher-Administrator Groups (T*AD GPS) An executive or lead-
ership committee is an example of a teacher-administrator group,
one that is formally \constituted and has official status at the
school. In addition, this category also includes informal groups
of te-chers ana administratg)rs arid informal groups "dominated"
by teachers and administrators. That is, we have included in
this category one or two instances in which an informal group of
teachers and staff persons also included a small number of class-
room aides, clerical personnel, or pareats. If the group v«‘/as
clearly dominated by the school professionals, it was 'incluéed in

this category.
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4. Teachers (TEACH) This category consists of instances in which
either individual teachers]or groups of teachers were cited as
being the personnel involved‘ at a particular stagae in the decision
process. We include citations for individual teachers, citations
for informal groups of teachers, and the citations for represen-
tative teacher committees. *

5. Parent-Aide-Staff Groups (PAR*ST.FF) Parents and aides’ were
ust.!ally brought into the decision process in mixed groups with
school sta'ff.' The school site council parent-teacher conferences
are ex;mples of such groups. In contrast to T*AD GPS with -
some parent participation, this category includes groups in which

parents played the sole or predominant role.

6. Parent-Aide Groups (PAR*AIDE) This category includes

instances in which parents and/or classroom aides participated
singly or in groups in the decision process. 'i'his includes indi-
vidual pairents, individual aides, formal parent “committees,
" informal parent committges, and instances in which the total !
parent population was surveyed about their opinion. We
included such a diverse collection in this category because: the
number of instances “in which an‘y. of these parent orr aide
configurations were cited in the decision process was very small.
7. Consultants .(CONSULTS) Under the general headin\awof‘ consul-
tants we include administrative §taff from the downtown office,
evaluation consultants from the Evaluation and Testing Office,
district .subject matter consultants, and external consultants\_

selected by the school. (Representatives from instructional




materials companies and book publishers comprise most of tne
latter' group.) This category includes consultants described as
acting singly in the decisic;n process, and the cc;n.sultants who
met with groups of staff persor? c;r teachers.

The frequency with which each differer;{: personnel category entered

the decision process is shown in Table 3 The percentage of the total

number of citations that belong to each category is also presented.'®

«

TABLE 3
Personnel Corffigurations
NUMBER OF PERCENT
CONFIGURATION OCCURRENCES OF TOTAL
ADMIN (Administrators) 63 30.0
STAFF (Whole staff) 62 _._ . . . 295

T+AD GPS (Teacher—adﬁini- 36 17.1

strator groups)
TEACH (Teachers) 25 11.9
PAR+STFF (Parent-aide-staff 16 7.6

groups)
PAR+AIDE (Parent-aide groups) S 2.4
CONSULTS (Consultants) ‘ 3 1.5

11 1t was po§sible-for a personnel group to enter a decision more than
once; in compiling Table 3 we counted each of these steps sepa-
rately. For exumple, if a matter was discussed at three different
meetings of the full school staff, this would be counted three times
under the category of staff. Im reality there were few cases in
which a personnel group entered a decision more than once; multiple
entries occurred in less than one-quarter of the pcrsonnel citations.
Thus the relative balance exhibited in Table 3 is not strongly biased
by a few multiple instances.

-

- 68 -

75

"o




Discussion

1. Of particular interest-to this study is the very limited number of
times that district consultants participated directly in decisions. .
Subdividiné the con;ultant category into its component parts, we
discovered‘ no instances in which personnel from the Evaluation '
and Testing office pParticipated directly in the decision process.
Area staff were méntioned occasionally, as were subje’ét matter
consultants, but members of the E &€ T unit were not directly
involved in any of the decisions described to us. »

2. Similarly, it is interesting to note how seldom parents ar;d ciass-
room aides are cited as being directly involved in the decision
process. Yet we know from Table 2 that their ideas were ir;cor- ;

porated indirectly. "This suggests that the parents’ role in the

formal decision mechanism is small, but that their ideas are

T e s e e [

informally communicated to members of the staff and do get
consid.ered when program decisions are made.

3. The bulk of the decision making involved the active participation
of the whole professional staff. There was an overall balance
between ad’miniftrators and classroom teachers. In fact, there

were very few instances in which decisions were made solely by

administrators or solely by teachers.




Chapter 4
INTERRELATIONSHIPS: DECISON MAKING PHASE

INTRODUCTION

In the preceding ¢hapter we looked ~at univariate analyses of the

three key variab'le‘s: type of decisioﬁ, typé of information, and”

personnel configuration. In this chgptér.we present :the results of
three bivariate ,analyses: the relationships between type of information
and .type of decision, between type of information and personnel
configurations, and' between cifterent types of information. In- addi-

tion, the relationships between type of information and the other varia-

— bles_of_interest (number® of options,_ length_ of decision, strategy for.

decision making, genesis of prompt, -and group idehtifiJca_tion.) are
included. |

Because the data ‘are categorical we could not compute correlation
coefficients; rather, wl examined graphical displays of cmss-tabulétions
between the va-iables. We also compared the patter-rl\ ‘of information use
on each individual variable with the pattern of information use in the

total sample.

! One~ word of explanation seems in order before we proceed. The bar

" graphs which present the data in this and subsequent sections are

s.caled differently from the tables that were used previously. Tables 1,
2, and 3 showed absolute frequencies and percentages. In contrast to

this, the bar graphs which foilow are based on the mean number of
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occurrences of each category. of information per decision. This normal-
izes the displays and makes it possible to compare the information
proflles Unfortunately, the computer graphics program that wa,s used
to generate the figures could not accommodate mean values less than
one. As a result the data were multipiied by 1,000 so that they no~
longer appeared as decimals. Thus the figures themselves will display
the mean incidence of a particular information type that would occur if
there had been 7,000 decision sequences. The average information use

in a single decision can be obtained by dividing by 1,000.‘

DECISION TYPE VS INFORMATION TYPE
Figure 1 displays the average level of information use for the entire
sample of 73 significant occurrences. The relationships between the

various information categories are exactly the same as those portrayed

2

in Tabie 2; onIy presentatlorr and scales dlffer

Figure 1 will serve as the baseline against which all the otha} infor-
mation profiles will be compared. We examined each* of the 12 det.:isiOn
types in turn and compared them with this baseline,,prqfi!e. In this
'section we will discuss only those instances in which the information
profile diffared significantly from the baseline profile. We were guided
in this decision of significance Ly tl;e principles that were outlined
previousiy: not placir;‘g too much confidence in differences that are
based on a very limited number of observations, nor on differences of
lesser mag:itude than the baseline value itself. First we will -examine

the decisions in which we found increased evaluation use, then those in

which there was a significant decrease in evaiuation use. Finally, we,
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will discuss categories in which there‘was notable change in information
usé\ in areas other than evaluation. (All 12 comparisons will be found
. in A\ppendix F.)

|
i
\
\
\

Incidences of Increased Evaluation Usa. ’

-~ There \“v\vere only two categories of decisions in which the incidence of
évaluatiéy\n use was n;arkedly greater than the overall mean. These wer;
decision;\\v refating to general curriculum guidelines (GEN CURR) and
decisions involving  bilingual program implementation  (BILINGL).
(lncreased\\ incidence of evaluation also occurred in decisions involving
student grouping, but the differences were not ﬁarked and the size of
the sample'\b:as small.) ‘

GEN CUR'R. In Figure 2 the pattern of information use for general

curricular decisions is displayed alongside the baseline profile. In

S -~ —————— —_— — — =

the;;e a_écfsions we observed a muchhhigher than average reference to
testing a'nd to|needs/ assessment. Looking more closely at “the cases in

the GEN CURR categor;',' we found decisions to revise the number of ¢
reading levels that'a student was.supposed to accomplish -in a grade

level, and to unify a curriculum that had been split into distinct monof- .
ingual and bilingual strands. The increased references to tests
occurred because test results were an imp;)rtant factor in making both ;‘
types of decisions. Needs assessment, on the other hand,{ is iftself the )
facté’r that caused people to recognize the problems that were the foci

of significant occurrenc;es.

BILINGL. Figure 3 shows the comparison between occurrences

involving bilingual Brograms and the total sample. A sinilar pattern of

1]




- increased reference tv needs assessment ya/s.foynd among those signifi-
cant occurrences relating to the school's bilingual program. Typically,
in these instances, the awareness that there ;vas a need .for a chande
came as a result of a language proficiency survey conducted as part of

the school's needs assessment process. Recognition 6f demographic

changes first cryTtaIIized in these annual needs assessments.
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I;ucidoncos of Decreased Evaluation Use.

The only case in which the evaluative categories were significantly
lower than the average was in the miscelianeous’ cafegory. TheAre was
no commo. thread among the five significant occurrences that f;ll into
this categor;l and comparison of the baseline profile of information use
and the profile that applied to miscellaneous decisions failed to re\{eal
any new insight.

AGGCREGATE GROUPS. We should menéion three other categories in
which the use of ewvaluation was much lower than ‘the average. Deci-
sions relating to parent involvement, personnel actions, and staff devel-
opment all displayed profiles in which the three evaluative categories
fell vrell below the baseline. (See Appendix ‘F.) |f we aggregate these
three categories into a single unit, it would have an acceptable sample
size, and we could be comfortable drawing some tentative inferences.
This aggregation is reasonable because PARNT IN, PERSONNL and
STFF DEV all consist of non-instructional decisions. The); deal with
administration, supervisica, and professional »dvancement, rather than
classroom management, student p.rformance, or instruction. [t seems
reasonable that decisions in non-instructional areas would seldom refer

to needs assessments, tests. o~ evaluation of other toes.

Other Observations.
Some other strong differences relate indirectly to the use of evaluative
‘information. We will briefly mention some of these.

INS MATL. While the level of evaluative information that we find in

.decisions relating to instructional material (INS MATL) is about the
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same as the overall level there is a substantial jump in the use of
external consultants. (See Figure 4) Many of these decisions involve
the selection of texts, classroom mana_jement systems, and the like. It
was common in such ‘cﬁases for representatives of book publishers to
visit the school or for descriptive materials to be provided by
publishing companies for scrutiny by the staff before they made a deci-
sion. _

This is clearly an evaluative process, though the grist for the eval-
uative mill is not testr. needs assessment, or input from an evaluator..
Such decisions are the one clear example in our data in which there are
:viable alternatives to be considéred in a decision 'and information is
sought out relative to these "alternatives. The external consultants
provide expert advice that is Peing used &s the basis for making an

evaluative iudgment between alternatives. INS MATL stands alone in

this respect.

Collegial advice also reached its hignest level in those decisions

involving instructional materials. in these cases it represented another
form of expert opinion %“einz brought fo bear on a choice. ‘Staff
members shared the experiences that colleagues at schools had with the
materials under consideration.

STU CRPS. The incidence of test use reaches its highest level in
the small number of decisions concerning student grouping pat‘cefns
(STU GRPS). In these three cases declining tes. scores were used as
a basis for changing the manner in which irstruction was being

o

cenducted.
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BILINCL anc< NEW PROG. The rest of the decision categories
provided no surprises. Program guidelines were featured most promi-
nently in those decisions .I;\aving to do with bilingual programs
(BILINGL) and those’ relating to the implem;nt;tion of new programs
(NEW PROG). This seems reasonable, as one would expect the greatest
reliance’ on rules and regulations to occur in newer, less familiar
program areas. Similarly, district consultants and program personnel
from thelMetro central office made their greatest inpu“t into these same':
categories of decisions. It seems appropriate that sup:ervispry staff'
were sought out to help interpret guidelines and develop programs in
areas where the school had less experience.

The level of parent input (PARNT IN) was quitea high in decisions
congcerning bilingual programs as well. This observation aligns well

with the community-based emphasis of the bilinguai programs.
y

- n
i

Discussian
This.analysis of information use by decision type has confirmed some
of the impressions that we developed inf&rmally after conducting the

interviews.

<
.

1. There was a Iow_ overall iacidence of evaluation use 01. any type.

2. Needs assessment played a larger role than any of the other
types of evaluation a;:tivities, ,but its ro'a was primarily
restricted to increasing people's awareness that an action might
need to be taken.

3. Similarly, test scores often served as a "flag" warning people

that something needed to bz done.




4. Only in the case of selecting instructional material was data used

to illuminate alternatives. In these instances the data were
usually in the form of exbert information from outside the
school. —

5. There was little if any evaluative information uséd in administra-
tive personnel or staff development decisions.

6. Overall there ‘does appear to be some relationship ‘betwegen the
decision type and source information. Looking specifically at
evaluation, we found that the required "nee“ds assessment activi-
ties and review of test data have the po‘tential to promots an
awareness of the need for school action in instructional deci-
sions. Evaluative information of the type we examined seems to

'
have little potential use in non-instructional and non-curricular

decisions.

PERSONNEL CONFIGURATION VS. INFORMATION TYPE

There were a number of reasons to suspect that some relationship
existed between the kinds of information brought to bc‘ear on a decision
and the personnel who were involved in 1jaking it. One reason is
derived from organization theory. Hansor (1978) focusses on two types
of org‘anizétional structure -- bureaucratic a';d collegial -- and suggests
that schools have aspects of both: This is important because these
organiza.ional z§tructures have different decision making styles and
cifferent patterns of information flow. According to his analysis, the

principal's realm is the bureaucratic, while the teacher’'s realm is colla-

gial. As a result. they should show different patterns of decision




[

making. We were interested in seeing cifhthere were differences in
information—use whén these different personnel groups were involved.

Many other observations from our own analyses also heightened our
curiosity about the manner in which personnel affected decision making
and, hence, information use. To investigate this relationship we
focused on each personnel type separately. For each group we identi-
fied the decisions in which they had a high level of invelvement and
those in whicn they had little involvement. Then ‘we compared the
informatioﬁ profile§ between these high. and low incic;em:e groups to see
if differencés existed.

In the discussions which follow we .wiH present only those cases in
which substantial differer-es were‘found. (Figures illustrating all the
comparisons can be found in Appendix G.) The presentation is organ-
ized by personnel group.

Teacher Groups (TEACH) We compared the decision sequences in
which there was high involvement of individual teachers or smali teacher
grou.ps with those in which no teacher groups appeared. (See Figure
5) There were no significant differences between the incidence of =valu-

¢
ation use in these two sets of decisions,’ but there were some differ-
encns among other information sources. The most striking difference
was in the area of advice from colleagues at other schools. When small
teacher groups were involved theie was much gi-eater input from
colleagues at other schools th.an when such teacher pérticipatiom was

lacking. Similarly, district consultants were also a stronger force when

teacher groups were involved than when the decision process did not

involve small teacher groups.
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Administrators (ADMIN) Figure 6 shows the information profiles tor .
administrator involvement subdivided int> three levels: none, low and
high. There is a consistent growth in the amount of evaluation infor-
mation that enters the decision process as the levei of administrative
involvement increase$§. Needs assessment and tests' are cited more
frequently in the decisions with greate.-.administrative involvement, and
the use »f outside evaluation sources goes up somewhat, as weil.

Teacher-Administs itor Groups (T*’AD GPS) We comparea informa-ion
profiles between decisions in which teacher-administrator groups were
involved and those in which they were not. (See Figure 7) There is a
notable corre ;pondence between the involvement of such groups and the

use of eVaIuativg information. Both needs assessment and tests are

cited more often when these groups are present. There is also a signi-

ficant increase in input from external consultants and from cdistrict staff
when teacher-administrator groups are involved.\
None of the other personnel configurations yielded ~osteworthy differ-

ences.
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Discussion

One must be somewhat cautious in interpreting these restilts; the

temptation to attribute causality to mere correlation is strong. Mindful

© of this caveat we offer the following observations:

o

1.

.is this kind of information.'/ On the other hand, decisions in the

/
¥
There is no noticeable Eelationship between the level of partici-

pation of teachers acting singly or.ﬁ; small groups and the pres-
ence of evaluative informafion. Similarly, there was little if any
relationship bet-ween participation of. the full staff and references
to evaluation.

On the other hand, the presence of administratérs,v _vghgthgr
acting with other. administrators or a::ting in conjunction with

teachers in mixed grodps, showed a high positive relationship

with the level of evaluative data entering the decision process.

Hanson (1978) .suggests that decisions in the administrative

realm are bureaucratic andu in\golve the excbange of summarized
information up and down the chain of command. Evaluative data
teachers' realm,are more collegial, an‘d th’is is cha‘racterized b;
greater reliance on personal experience. Our results corres.pond
with this model. However, alternative explanations exist.

One alte.rnative interpretation :vould be that the -presence of
administrat‘ors increases the "'delif)er:ativen‘ess" of the dé’cision.

process. The! administrators _forrﬁalize decision making, and

consequently the process exhibits more careful consideration and ,
v - .

rationalized choice. » ’




A third explanation is that teachers have grezter constraints e&
on their available time, and do not have the quury~ of lengthy ’

deliberations. Administrators on the 0'|:helk hand have more flex-

ible schedules and more time for-review and scrutiny of data. \
As one staff person e';(preséed it:

I'm sure you must be aware of the fact that a teach-
, er's day i ally horrendous in terms of the demands
on that teacher's time. (Teachers need free time to
7 think)..). Industry has learned' this -- | guess we
have learned it too, but the price tag ‘makes it prohi-
bitive. il think if we could run one pupil-free day a
month, or if we could have two pupil free afternoons a
month, or if we had the opportunity to meetdtégether
and to interact and to dialogue and share idéas and
concerns we would see improvement. But the time
constraints are such-that it's literally impossible. (13P) -
i v =
We also note that the teacher-administrator groups consist of ‘
i [Y v
"leadership ‘,committees" and other specially constituted represen-

. tative bodies that have a hig[\ly réti9na|ized basis for existence. /

Such bodiesi, by their very nature, would be more judicial. It.
is possible !that the involvement of sucr;‘ representative bodies
" insures that a decision will be macie in"a~m<;re rationalized
manner. ot | . - ,
{ * | . ,

3. There is little relationship between the presence of other types

_Vof personne| -- consultants, parents -- and the level of use of

i
N ' . ad
* 1]

evaluation. . 4

.

/ -y
L
ol
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THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG INFORMATION TYPES

For the sake of cdmpletenes.s we also investigated the relationships
among the vari;aus information types. We analyzed the data in a manner
similar to the procedure used in the érevious section -- focussing one
at a time on each information type a'lnd distinguishing between those
decisions in wh{iofﬁ that type of information played a prominant role and
those decisionsn,?é; which it had only a minor role. These two groups of
decisions weré 'gpmpared to see if there were differences in the use of
the remaining types of information. Only three of these comgarisons
yielded any st 5stantial differences. Those were the con.parison; based
on the variables OPINIONS, TESTS, and COLLEAGS. j

)

Discussion /

Examining the comr.;arison based on opil;\ion, we noted Vat as the
amount of personal opinién cited in the aecision increased, references to
needs assessment and to test résults increased as well. One reasonable
e;(planation for this phenon;enon is that both needs assessment and test
data require interpretation. After examining such data, individuals
usually express their opinion about the meaning of the information in
light of the issue under discussion.] o

Testing yielded a ‘more complex pattern. The  was a strong posi-
tive rélationship between references to tests and references to needs

[ /
assessment’ -- not too surprising sin:e most needs assessments use test

data extensively. There was also 31 positive relationship between tests

"and both direct observation and program requirements. On the other

hand, there was a ncgative relationship between tests and both collegial

- 90 -
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na'dvice and external consultants. This suggests a differentiation
between decisions that were primarily pupil focused and decision< tha?t
were primariIY program focused, The decisions in which there was
higher reference to tests were all drawn from three categories: student
_gu'ouping, gém:neral curriculum and new programs. This seems to corres-

.

pond fmore -with an inward assessment of local needs “than an outward
. w2

- search for advice from others.

Finally, collegial advjcé was positively related to the use of informa-
tion from external consultants and negatively related to evaluative :
information of all types. This seems to corrobgrate the distinction
between "internal" decisions, .for which evaluative data play a larger

role, and decisions for which external recommendations are sought. --

INFORMATION TYPE VS. Q'I;HER VARTABLES

When we reviewed the data tapes, we examined a numb;r of other
variables that seemed impo‘rtant_based on our initial data synthesis..
Each appeared to. be related to decision making in some manner, and we
wanted ,to detérmi,ne if they had a significant impact on the level of
information use. The variables were: the number of decision options
that were considered (OPTIONS), the length of the.decision sequence
(LENGTH), whether or not one individual or group had been respon-
sible for creating a strategy around the decision making proéess
(STRATEGY), whether the prompt to action had come from within the
school or from outside (PROMPT), and whethe‘r:‘one particular group
_within the school had been strongly identified with the initiallidea that
-a change was needed (GROUP).

We will consider each of the five variables in turn.
- 91 -
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Number of options. Overall the number of options ranged from one

to four.4 We were not able to determine how many of:tions had been
considered in abc;ut a third of‘the cases. Figure 8 shows the informa-
tion profileg' for those cases in V\{hich there was a single option versus
those in which there was more than one option. There is a much
greater incidence .of the use of needs assessment data and the use of
external consultants in the_ mﬁltiple ¢gption circumstances. - Again, we
must be extremely careful in interpreting these results that we do not
derive causal inferences from mere associvations. While a plausible argu-
ment could be made that the presence of multiple options leads to
greater reliance on these two types of data, the causal link might actu-
ally be‘ the other way aroﬁnd. For exéﬁple, external consultants might
be the ones who suggest new options.c Yet these are not the only two
reasonable interpretations; a third variable migI.'\t be causing the varia-
tion we observed. This would be the case if, for example, the diffi-
culty of the problem was céusing the staff to seek outside help and
generate more hew zoptions .of their own, FinaI‘Iy, of course, there imay

*

beé no causal linkage between the two variables at all. , e,
The broader knowleadge of the d‘ecision context derived from the
interviews provides us with more information to bring to this question,
thoug? we may still ce unable'éo ;establish any- stronger interpretation.
Length. The length of the decision process was determined by
count;ng the numbelr qu distinct steps that were rela*~d by the respon-

dent. Figure 9 shows the different information use patterns between

those occurrences in which there were only one or two steps before the

final decision was reached and those with a longer deliberative process.
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As the length of the decision process increased, the incidence of' evalu-
ative information grew. Similarly, the incidence.of almost every type of
information increased as the process lengthened, with the greatest
Increase occurring in input from parents.

+ Strategy. Sometimes people create .a sgrategy or set of step; for
coming to a particula‘r decision. For each decision we dete(rmined
whether or not such a plan kad been establis-hed~and, if so, who was
responsible for establishing that strateg;/. In Figure 16 ’the information
profiles compéring the levels of ;he the STRAUTEGY variaBIe are
displayed. We "compared those instances in which a staff person or
group of people collectively took responsibility, those in which the
principal was responsible, andf those in which no one established a stra-’
tegy for action.'? The differeﬁces between the first two categbries were
not ver:y great. While the incidence of needs assessment cited among

. those decisions in which the strategies were established’ by a group is

-~ ) )
larger than those decisions inm which the strategy was coordinated by

the principal, the situation was just reversed for other types of evalua-
tion. The total of ail three evaluative sources of information is about

the same for the t\;lo groups. However, we do find a difference when

we compare these totals with the decisions in which there was no stra-

tégy. The jevel of use of:many of the information types is less in the -

latter case.

[

12 This was often the case. The decision either evolved organicaily or
followed an existing standard operating procedure that was part of
the regular school routine.
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Prompi*. Every significant occurrepce began with “a recognition
phase in which an init'ial prompt which was noticed tiy a .person or
persons with.inJ the s.chOt;l. We were ablé to dis’ti‘ngu"i‘sh between those
prompts that arose within the school itself and those that emanated from

outside. Figure 11 'compa.res the information profiles of internally and

externqally prompted occurrences. There are no s;ign.ficant differences
between the level of evaluative informatio}ﬂ used in these two sets of
decisions. Understandably, there is muci'; greater reference to program
guidelines and district consultants in cases in which the prompt was
external, while there is m‘uch gredter mention of direct observation
when the prompt to the decision came from within the school.

Groups.ﬁ When the prompt was infernal we ,Ioc;ked to see whétherl a
.particular individual or group o% individuals was strongly identified with
a particular change. In Figure 12 we co?npare the ir;formatior.\ profiles
among those decisions in which different in-schoo] groups were strongly
identifie& with*a particular change. (Recall, there were many decisions
in which no such group was apparent, so the sample we are reviewiﬂng
is smaller.) There -is a marked difference in evaluative information,
squcially ngeds assessment, between issues identified® strongly w-ith
teachers or administr;tors alone and those identified strongly with a
mi;(ed group. ,The same pattern also holds for parent input. .Iher? do

not appear to be differences between the groups in any of the other

types of information.

192
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Discugsion .- ' o

‘1. Te .understand the a,t_{parent' \differ;nce when the number of

options increase we noSg that many of the multiple bptién occur-
-, B N - & ) N ' ¢ - =
rences involved a choice among textbooks.!?
2. |+ most of these cases représentatives of textbook publichers
[

. were contacted which explains the greater relia%:e on external
-
It was usually the case that teathers deliberated-

consultan.ts.
and exp'i'es"sed their choices among the 6ptions_, thus the
in;:reased incidence of personal opinioif makes sense as well.
3. Length seems to have a g}'gat éffect, but th?s is4not .really a
variable subject to “external manipulation. it is not éurprisiné
that longer decisiéns involved more information (.the'decision may
have bge;\ prolonged.b;' certain parties insisting that mor? i‘nfor-
mati:)n be considéred), nor that thé greatest increase was in the
.Ievél of input from parents. F‘.ar;nt input is channeled th'rough
School Site,CounciIs. and School Advisory Committees, and -these
bodies were only involved if the more elaborate and formalized
decisions. Daily' decision making is of little cdncern, as only
‘Iarge-'scale, school-widé program developme'nt issues Are brought

to the parent councils for. comment. Such actions, f.g., the

annual’ program application, are lengthy, multi-stage pr9cedures.

13 Keeping in mind the caveat that association by itself does not imply
cdusality, we can still interprete these results in light of our total
knowledge of the phenomena under study.
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P

Strategy |s ,also |mportant 'Many’ educational' researchers, have

-

~commented “on” the lmportance o( key individuals" in school

b

declslon maklng We suggested in an earlier working' paper that )

- \

.the prlnclpal was such a person, and his or. hef Ieadecshlp style

s & R : .

was . prime determm’ant of evaluation use. What Table 10 seems

to suggest is that- it is not so much the prmclpal "who determlnes

evaluataon use pgr se, but any' lndwldual or grout “of mdnde{:

who step in’'to take the Iead in coordmatmg a decision. THe

main dlfferences wer‘e not between the prlqglpal Ied occurt:ences
S

and the group orchestrated ones, but between’ these two catego-

°

ries and those .occurrences in which there were no groups that
5. ¢ ! /

~

total (TESTS " ND ASSMT + OTH EVAL) for the flrst two cate-

-
hY

t created a strategy or plan of action. The comblned evaluatwe ‘

gories is about the s)g\e, but this is markedly greater than the . '

S -~

evaluative total for the latter set of occurrences. :

Prompt seems to have little impact, on'evaluation use, though the’

] -

distinction’ between mternally prompted' and externally prompted

decisions makes 3 dlfference in other types of lnformatpon use.

The differences due to the GROUP variable -are somewhat more

difficult to understand. One wa.y to intfrpret the strong

-

‘lncrease in reference to needs assessment ‘when mixed groups‘ of

" teachers and admlmstrators are strongly rdentified wuth -an issue,

€

is to remember that needs assessment often acts as a, "cause"

-

itself, not just as secondary data. That is, the data prov'ided‘

3

to the whole school as a result of the needs assessment process

may point out an area that, requires, attention. The ,,'-parent

. - 101 -
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committees are usually involved in the needs assessment r.;rocess‘

as well; consequently, we are not surprised to find greater

parent input based on _the same information that motivatea the

administrators and teachers to opt for change.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




— ‘ Chapter & -
. DECISION PATTERNS ;&CROSS ALL FOUR PHASES

%

A . . R . !

iINTRODUCTION

-, ) c R . - —

4 .
3

One of our. initial goals "was So characterize school level. decision
""making processes in a manner. that would allew us to look for recogni-
zable patternsg.' We characterized the school's actions' related to eeach
_sig*r;ificant occurrence in '&)ur phases. - To this point we have focused
N -Io‘ur attention on the de‘cision making phase because that was where the
greatest potential for évaluation utilization lay. In the f‘irst'half of this
Ha'pter we look more closely at the other three phases. After offering

, sOme o;/erall comparisons between the phases we wil! discuss each phasé

» in turn. Then, in"the second half of the chapter we wil! describe the

prototype decfsion sequences we developed to summarize decision making

o

’

patterns.
L 4

ANALYSIS OF THE DECISION PHASES ,
Comparison between- the Phases . .

In Tables 4 and 5 we have summarized the pattern of infoimation use
and the breakdown of personai cohfigurations that were reported in

each phase. (The data are reported as the nu}nber of citations per

1000 decisions, as they are in all the figures in this ‘report.) We wili

discuss each phase in turn.

Q . 4 i ]230?)




_ TABLE 4

Frequency of Information Use in Each Phase

Frequency per 1000 Decisions

Information Type Recogni- Decision Ratifi-

Dissemi-

tion Making cation nation e

OPINION 667 3205 1000 .23 ~

PROG REQ 402 740 147 o
_OBSERVTO : 235 .- 53 88 23
PARNT IN 98 411 118 0
DIST STF 98 370 0 0
ND ASSMT 157 356 29 0
EXT CONS 29 329 0 0

TESTS ¢ 137 178 s 0 g

COLLGAGS .0 151 0 0
OTH EVAL =) 123 . .0 0
' OTHER . .69 % - - 0 23

A

Tables 4 and 5 illustrate quite clearly that the bulk of the interac-

-

tions took place in the decision making phase. The number of

personnel involved anc the zlev’el of information use were both many

times greater in this phas;e than- in any other. On the other hand, the ]

relative frequencies among the types of information and persqnnel

display their own patterns. Ignoring the dissemination phase (for there

-

was essentially no information involved in the dissemination of the deci-

<

sion) the relative balance of the information types is similar from one

phase to the next. However, there is much more. variation in the rela-

[
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TABLE 5

Personnel Configuration in Each Phase

a

Frequency Per 1000 Decisions

Personnel Configuration Recogni- Dec'ision Ratifi- Dissemi-
tion Making cation nation
ADMIN 598 863 - 441 0
—— - 8T — ©o-- 118 - 849 265 .. .- 535 _ L
T+AD GPS 88 493 59 0
TEACH 88 342 59 70
PAR+STFF ~ 59 219 176 70
PAR+AIDE 10 - 68J 59 395
CONSULTS v 20 Mo 0 23

tive magnitude of various personnel fypes between the phases. This
will be clearer as we discuss each individual phase, but some overall
comments seem warranted at this juncture.

The balance of information types in the decision making phase has
been reviewed extensively in previous chapters, and the predominance
of o;pinion noted in the decision making phase holds in the recognition
and ratification ph’as?s as well. However, its relative role vis-a-vis the
other infor'mation~ types is somewhat lessened in the recognition phase.

This makes sense because there was less of a role for opinion in recog-

nizing factual changes and events (such as new program guidelines,
changing school populations, and low test scores) than in deciding how

to respond to these prompts. The three evaluative information types

occur with differing relative frequencies in the three different phases
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we are discussing as well. The relative role of tests, needs assess-

ments and other evaluation is greater in the recognition phase than in

the decision making phase or the ratification phase.

The balance between different personnel types shifts more dramati-

"cally than the balance between information types as we tompare phases.

-,

Administrators dominate the recognition phase,'* while there is more

‘balance in the decision making phase between the administrators and the

. other members of the professional staff. Ratif_iz:ation is primarily the

function of the administrator or the full staff; with some involvement of
parent advisory groups, while dissemination of a decision goes mostly to
the full staff, to the parents and a.ide group or to the parent council.
There wiII’ be more to say aboﬁ't’"the relative batance of personnél and

information in the following sections when we analyze each phase indivi-

dually.

.,

Recognition

In the recognition phase we captured the earliest reported identifica-
tion .of a need for school action. It was not always easy ‘for our
respondents t\o make this judgment, because many of the significant
occurrences that were described materialized gradually over time. For
example, many schools-in our sample experienced growth in the percen-
tag; of .their student population who were from Hispanic background,
but this was a slow, incremental process. It was difficult to identify

the point at which someone recognized the need to make changes to

accommodate these students. In fact, in most cases an external

18 |t appears ‘that a ctimuli is not officially recognized as important
until it is legitimized by an administrator.

-.106 -
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reporting or planning cycle prompted the formal recognition that the
gra'dual change had reached a threshold that required action. In this
case events such as the apnual program application process, the filing
of the district racial/ethni;: survey or a school-wide needs asses‘sment
crystallized the staff's view of their situation.

Reviewing Table 4 one notices that personal‘ opinion was the predomi-

nant type of information cited in the recognition phase and that direct

observation also was cited quite frequently. This tends to support our

belief that 'recognition'( was sometimes a personal and ;’ubjective pheno-

m- non which depended on a key individual's view of a changing scene.

Program guidelines are one criteria that is used to determine if
school actioh is required. . The large number of references to program
requirements suégests this was a common mode of action. Typical of
such situations was the case in which the number of LES)NES students
reached certain levels and instructional changes were required by law.
The high incidence of PROG REQ references also reflécts the fact that,
many times, changing requiren ~nts themselves became the prompt for
action. The creation of the supplemental instructional program for
racially isolated schools was such a situation.

The levei of citations for needs assessment and test data reflest
situations in which evaluative data drew attention to a potential problem

or area of improvement.

There are no surprises in the distribution of personnel in the recog-

nition phwse. Table 5 shows that the administrators, who are respon-

sible for coordinating the school's overall program, were most often the

. people who recognized the need for change (or who-received the notifi-
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cation that official changes were being made  in guidelines or proce-
dures). In addition, there were a fair number of significant occur-

rences which were first vocalized in %_ull staff meetings, and there were
-

some instances in which each of the different personnel configurations

was responsible for recognizing a need for action.

Ratification o -

The ratification ‘phase was describe;i"as 7an off}cial review stage in

which some person or persons were given an opportunity to comment on

<

a decision tentatively agreed upon by another group. Our group
discussions, uncoeered three basic ratification sequence;: the full-staff
" confirmed a d;et-:isi;)‘n 1 éméiie by a commi{t‘;é;or gr"ou‘p, the principal
'signed off' on a decision made by teachers or the full st‘aff, and the
parent/teacher committee ratified a decision made by the professional
staff. °
Tne data in Table 4 confirm this picture; the personnel involved in
ratification are aaministrators, the full staff and parent-staff groups, in
that order. In contrast to the decision making phase in which parent
input was primarily indirect, we do find direct parent and aide partici-
pation in the ratification stage. Here parent deliberative bodies such
as school-site councils and school advisory committees were frequently
involved in "signing off" on plans development in the school.
The information types cited in the ratification phase also add

credence to our earlier conceptualization. The only type of information
E 3

o

that is referenced to a significant degree is personal opinion. We are

not witnessing ar complete recapitulation of the decision process with all

108 -




arguments and points of view, but rather an abbreviated review of the

final choice in which a group is given an opportunity to express their

own ideas.

(1t shpuld be noted that we were ‘told of no instan,g:es&in which a

decision was 'vetoed' in the ratification phase.)

. Dissemination

We did not anticipate that many types of information were required
in the dissemination phase and we found exactly that. The process
that was descr;-ibed was one in whic_h decisions made by groups or by
administrators were disseminated to the full staff, or decisions maae b{y
school professionals were disseminated to thg\:{arents. That is essen-

tially all that is depicted in Tables 4 and 5

Discussion

This model provides a more complete picture of the full decision
process that occurs in the schools, though these three phases hold
limited interest for our study. The one important element is the
evidence that evaluation -+ in the form of test scores and nceds assess-
ment -- is directly involve:i in the rccognition of many problems. In

fact, it contributed roughly 15% of the total number of information cita-

tions in this phase.
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PROTOTYPE SEQUENCES (BY DECISION TYPE)

v

The final phase in our analysis was to examine the complete decision

making process to see if similar pai’"terns existed among decisions of the

_same type:- If generalized decision prototypes'could bé found they

would be powerful tools for investigating evaluation use in school
actions and might also suggest ways to enhance evaluation use.

We were somewhat successful in this effort, extractmg prototypnc

—dwmo—smﬂe—fur certain cases but not for others. The search

itself was illuminating. We diagrammed the decisions sequences that had
been described to us and f'ound that diversity predominated over. simi-
Ia;ity. On first inspection it seemcd that every seqUYnce differed in
some small ‘manner from every other. In fact, even when we
aggregated our units of analysis to the personnel and information
groups used in the ~ previous discussions, the differences often
outweighed the similarities. Though somewhat disappointing, this
diversity is in itself one of the important findings of our research.

Equally important"amid this 'widel'y varying set of decision patterns
were some similarities. We were able to identify some generalizable
prototypes. In the sections that follow we will describe these decision
prototypes and give specific examples from our study.

First, a brief word about Qotation. We will use the previously
defined categories to label steps in the decision prototypes. People,
rather than information, ddminated the descriptions of decision making
that were provided by our respondents. Consequently, we used the
personnel group involved in each step as our defining elemg'nt and the

hl

predominant information sources as a secondary elemen* of the notation.
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Also‘, for completeness, we constder the recognition phase,’ the decision
making phase and the ratification phase although most prototypes
contain oniy two of the three phases. Ratification ‘aid not occur too
often, and the form usually varied from case to.case. (A slash is used
to indicate the end of the recognition phase and the beginning of the
decision making phase; two slashes separate the decision maléing pl ase
from the ratification phase.) ‘

‘For examgle, a prototype might be designated in the follow.ng

manner:

ADMIN(ND ASSMT) / ADMIN, TEACH, STAFF(ND ASSMT, OPINION)

This example indicates a decision having both recognition and deci-
sion phases. The following sequence of actions might have occur:red in
a situation that was described by this ;Drototype. Initially, the prin-
cipal or other staff person recognized the deficiencies in the school's
reading program when he/she conducted the annual needs assessment.
The décision phase included sever.' steps. First, administrators
discussed the reading program among tht:emselves and came up with some
of their own ideas. Then they shared the scc;res‘collected dtfring the
needs assessment process with the grade level chairman (teachers) and
brought them into the discussion of the schoo]'s response. "All agreed
that the problem was the school's departmentalized reading program.
Many felt that it was not working well and that teachers wanted to
return to self-contained classrooms. The next step in deciding what to
do was to discuss the issus at a full ‘staff meeting the following week.
Here, all the teachers agreed that something had to be done to improve

the scores -- all agreed that ‘the best thing was tc switch back to self




“

contained classrooms. This decision wis made. Throughout the deci-
sion process the predominant information had been the data collected
during needs assessment and the opinions and observations of the staff

themselves.

- -

Our prototype does not attempt to capture every single bit of infor-

‘mation used in the decision, nor to display every contributing interac-

tion between school personnel. R'ather, it is a global'moddel of the
important steps in the decision process and the most salient pieces of
information that were brought to bear on the problem at hand.

This sample prototype indicates one of‘the chief roles of evaluation

) . .
we observed in the schools -= identifying the need for change. It is

" not the only frole that evaluétion‘ plays, nor do all decisions evolve in

this manner'. l;lohwev.nr, "a certain class of decision resemble this
pr;ablem, and it i$ a u;eful tf)ol‘ for characterizing those situations.

Tl;e various prototypes we \;rere able to identify seemed to f}t better
with particular types of decisions. As a result, we have orgarfized the
presentation °f, decision sequence prototypes according to the typés of
decision used initially to classify significant ocurrences..

General Curriculum Prototype The prototypic decision involving

general curriculum guidelines was as follows:'*

ADMIN(PROG REQ, 'TEST) /
ADMIN, STAFF, T*AD GPS(TEST, OPINION)

o

Al N A

1% we will describe this prototype in great detail and provide a lengthy
example iff order to familiarize the reader w:th the notational system.
In subsequent prototypes the description and example will be more
succinct. : . )

>
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.The Ley elements of this prototype are the need for action recog-

nized primarily by an administrator with critical elements in this recog-

2

“

nition being the program regulations and the recent set of test scores

or observations. Generally, the administrators discussed it among

themselves, enlarged the discussion to include some Lsort of representa-
tlve teacher group or sampling of staff, and finally brought in the
entire staff who was ultimately responsnble for deciding the course of
action. Key. elements in this process were the opinions of the
personnel, their likes and dislikes regarding the suggestion put forward
by the aaministrator, and {he progra;mﬁguidelines themselves. Evalua-
tion was not b;'oughf to bear on the consideration of,_al-ternative courses

of action, but served merely to signal at the beginning of the sequence

- that something needed to [‘:e done.
Such a decision occurred at school number. 3:

Example: Reading scores had been low for the last-few years
and the assistant -principal wanted to do something about it. 3
Because he believed that the teachers' instructional behaviors
were not as well organized and planned as they could be, 'he
developed a management plan for th~ reading program that he
wanted to implement in all classrooms.- It corresponded more
closely to the goals that they had set out in their program
application and to the overall district curriculum guidelines.
He discussed his ideas with the principal ‘who gave him his
approval to broach the subject with the faculty. The-prin-
cipal did not want to order the change, and hesitated to force
= it upon the staff. However, the assistant principal’ showed a
lot of enthusiasm and got permission to present the idea at
the executive committee meeting. The executive committee
was a representative teacher group that would meet with the
administrators on a regular basis. They were somewhat cool
. to the plans suggested by the assistant principal. They
thought they were unworkable, extra wieldy and awkward,
and they suggested a number of changes. During the next
two weeks the assistant principzl- made some changes ii. his
original management plan outline, got the reluctant approval
of the executive committee and presented it at a full staff °
meeting.- The staff were not completely convinced, either,
that this was the right approach. They didn't like being told
how they should go about managing their classrooms.

- 13 -
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However, they recognjzed tha* the scores had been declining
and that- they would have to take some actions to make some

. attempt to improve the situation. They suggested one or two
other changes and reluctantly agreed to implement the new
plan. .

Most of the decisions in the GEN CURR category differed from this

H

‘pi‘otptype in -some manner.,prever, the prototype captures a common

thread suggested by the whole gfoup of decieions 7considered’together, \

Instructlonal JMaterIaI Prototyge. Most significant occurrences
involving char;ges in instructional materials accrued over a-long period
and had no prototypic’ recognition phase. However the decision phases
had some mqued similarities. .The instructional“' materials prototype is

as. follows:

.

“TAD—GPS, TEACH, ~ T+AD GRP, (OPINION; - :EXTCONS, -~

<

COLLEAGS) .-
/{/ STAFF (OPINION)

The typical instructional materials decision involved the selection of

.

+ new textbooks. Usually some’ Qissatigfaétion with existing .texts had

been brewing for a long, but indefinite, period. An executive

a

comniittee or a representative teac{her committee usually was 'seeking out
information from text publishers, from the district, ar:d from colleagues
at other .schools. Alternative texts were disp]ayed. at the school and
p;bliehers' representativ often ’were ,inv“ited-: to make presentations.
The teacher commlttee actut ly decuded‘whlch text to purchase but the
entlre staff was called in to approve the fmal decnsnon after hearing a

report. The staff usually relied on their own opinions about the books

in making their choice.

-
»

-
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.
What we note in *the instructional materials prototype is a very

minimal administrative participation. Administra’ors usually played a

'v
“role in establishing a framework for the process, delegating resource
5 .

teachers or cértain classroom teachersfto gather information an"id re\‘/iew -
available materials Ultimately,; however, the fuIII staff chose the -
instructional materials afd a;iministrators usually acgepted'their recom-
mendations._

" - New Program Prototype. The new program prototype. reflects a sit'u-

: ation that 'may be unique to the district we studiea. Additional funding

was given to certain schools to- provide ‘more after school. teacher ’

‘seryices. " The model of the prototype is as follows:

AbMIN (PROG REQj / T+AD GRP, STAFF (OPINION, *PROG REQ)

A description given. by a staff person at school numbe_r 16 exempli- '

3}

fies this pattern: h

Example: The principal was notified by the district office
® that the school was «ligible to receive special funds, and was
also provided with the requirenfents that must be met in order -
to receive the funding. He shared this information at the
next leadership committee meeting, and also infermed this
committee that he was going to: let the teachers decide how
they would organize their after.school hours: Each teacher
would have to prepare a brief written statement indicating
’ what kind of activities would be going on in.class to supple- -
\ ’ / ment the regular instruction, but the choice would be left up '
: to the individua! teachers. This information was shared with
the whole staff and the teachers made their choices based on
their own personal preferences and the limitations that were
. set' by the requirements of the program. The selections were
.all reasonable and the principal didn't feel it necessary to 5
veto any of them. )

>

. LS 4
Not all of the occurrences in the New Program category related to

the use of additional funds for the special program schools.
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Parent Involvement Prototype. Parent involvement decisions seemed

* s

to be made exclusively by administrators. Although there were few

w

~
decisions in this category, the following prototype seemed to apply:

~

ADMIN(OPINION) / ADMIN, PAR*STF(OPINION)

The principal usually did not initiate the action under) discussion,

but rather an.assistant or a coordinator who had been delegated the

responslblllty forcparent inyolvement dxd‘. When the |deaghad been . Lo
refined and a course of action identified, parents were consulted to
“insure that it would meet with wnder approval. Tyf)ically the membersﬂ

of the schcol site council were consulted or some parents who were
-

active in the schooIs and who were frequentt\/ on. the school grounds
were brought into the discussions. When this group of parents and

administrators agreed that the alternative was a good one, the final -

. -

decision was made. . . . J

Personnel Prototype. There were very few personnel decisions ;
described .among our significant occurrences. Those that were

described ‘a'dh.ered quite cIoser'to this prototype:

s ‘ 4

ADMIN (OPINION) / ADMIN (OPINION)

The personnel category was limited to decisions that would normally

I

be considered as falling within the purview of the school principal -- -

. e ¢ IS
which is what we found/when we analyzed those cases.
Bilingual Prototype. The bilingual program decisions varied widely.

However, the key elements are captured in the following prototype:

. L
T+AD GPS(PROG REQ, DIST STF, ND ASSMT) 7 =~ ,

AQMIN, TEACH, PAR*STFF(OPINION,RROG REQ)

. --116 - -
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,Most of the decisions in the bilingual category arose out of the
changes in the school population. The cicparity’ between the bilingual
program requirement (particularly the district's Lau plan) and the situ-
ation at the individual school created a need for action. A member of
the district staff who was familiar with the problem involvied in the
bilingual program usually was involved in monitoring the school's efforts
and pointing up deficiencies. District consultants had the most exper-
tise in how to meet .the needs of bilingual students with the limited
resources available. Their input about viable ar;d acceptable options
primarily determined the course 'of action to take. This decision
sequence reflects more district input than any of the other prototypes
we looked at so far. ’ i ‘
. Another new element in this prototype is parental participation. The
district did not have enough certified bilingual teachers, and often met
the needs of students through the use of bilingual classroom aides who

~were.drawn from the local parent community.‘ Moreover, program
requirements dictated advisory participation of the school advisory
committee.

The prototypic bilingual decision sequence started with the school
admin~istrator's recognition of the problem. The problem usually
involved having to make some instructior sl adjustments to serve a
larger number of certified teachers. The bilingual coordinator for the
bilingual teacher group was often involved in planning how the changes
woufd Ee made; these plans were communicated to the parent represen-

tatives who had a chance to comment and the whole staff was also given

oppertunity to participate in the decision.

-~




Other Significant Occurrences. We were not able to extract a repre-
sentative prototype for the other six categpries of significant occur-
rence. In each inétanée, we were unable to find a pattern for the
occurrences that fell into the six categories: 1) STU GRPS, 2) STF
PERS, 3) STFF DEV, 4) SML INST, 5) EVAL REL, 6) MISC. These
categories Wwere represented by too few cases or had too much diversity

for us to identify a prototypic model for the actions taken.

Discussion

Our attempt to develop prototypes for the decision types described

to us is both illuminating ‘an’d frustrating. |a particular, we note:

1. We were able to characterize a typical decision sequence in half
"the categeries of significart occurrences. These prototypes
indicate the course through which the decision took place, and
the critical information;sources that were brqught.to bear. In

this regard, they provide a very efficient shorthand for

discussing a complex phenomena.

On the other hand, some of the decisions defied our attempts to
- 3

characterize them in this manner. They sharec a common
| )

subject, but they proceeded in very different ways and used
different kinds &f information. One thing that this might
suggest is that the commonality among the subject matter was not
as gre;t as we thought. Our classification scheme co‘:ld have
inaccuracies which only showed up when we tried to diagram the

decision. Some of the cztegories were more uni-dimensional than
0

others and 1}ht{s, perhars, more amenable to the development of




a decision prototype. A closer look at the six categories for

which we were not able to develop decision prototypes lends

credence to this interpretation. ‘ -

«

3. The decision prototypes capture ti\e 'order in which personnel
were involved, but they do not capture the influence that one
group had on another. This is an important dra;fvback to using
the prototypes as a model for improving evaluation utilization.
Théy shed some light on thich kinds of information were impor-
“t(ant, but- ‘not what influence they had. They capture what

happens but not why. -

4. To a large extent the same groups of personnel were involved.in -

most decisions. |If we focus on the curriculum areas (ignoring
staffing decisions and personhel matters), the personnel who
appear in prototypes look very similar. Most of the dgcisions

involve administrators, groups of teachers and .administrators

and the whole staff at some stage in the process. The main

differences were not in who was involved in_ the decision, but
how they influenced one .another and what i‘nformaiion they
brought to bear. The decisions that involved major issues, ones
that school staff deemed significant, usually involved all the
different groups of personnel of the school. The difference
seems to lie more in the kinds of information brought into the
debate than in which person;\el.

The typical decision sequence is short, lasting just two or three steps.

This may be because the school environment is very hectic; there is

much to do and little time to do it. As a result we saw very few

§




instances of elaborate, deliberative processes and lengthy considera-
tions. The standard procedure seemed to be to make the best possible
decision with the information at hand or readily available. There were
no instances in which the process looked like a theoretical decision
making process in which alternatives were generated and information

(including evaluation) brought to bear on those alternatives.

3
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Chapter 6
CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we will summarize the more important results of this
study, consider some possible refinements and discuss. the implications
of this research for evaluation practice and for future research on eval-

uation utilization. *

SUMMARY

The User Interview Survey achieved the goals that had been set for
gathering, categorizing, and analyzing information about evaluation use
am ~g element*ary scho<;l decision maker:. Although the findings of .the
survey are recorded in detail in Chapters 3, 4, and 5,' we will bring

some of the results together in summary so that broader, more general

patterns can emerge more clearly.

r
We asked our respondents to identify "significant occurrences”, and

their selection is noteworthy in itself. By far the most commonly
described occurrences involved general issues of curricuium and
instruction. (These did not include, however, -any direct intervention
in instructional practice within the classroom.) Thus, while the
respondents had broad discretion to interpret the notion of a "signifi-
cant occurrence” in any manner they chose, they generally agreed that

instructional and curricular issues were the most important.




One of the first ;bservato}\s we made after reviewing. the list of
significant occurrences was that the majority of the events were not
initiated by the school personnel themselves. Over half of the signifi-
cant’ occurrences had their genesis outside the school, as reactions t~
federal, state, and district actions or to community chaﬁges. Scheols
spent most of their time reacting to eveﬁts rather tha[\‘ initiating thgm.
The overall picture of schoolg that emerged was one of ‘institutions with
& desire to undertake constructive éfforts to improv'e instruction in the
face of multiple external demands on time and resources. Not !surpris-
ingly, there was also some resentment about these constant pressures
from outside. This anger and frustrationsmust be kept in mind when
thinking about ways to improve evaluation utilization.

. Looking at the questions of the use of evah:lation, we hfound that
school decision makers did not frequently tTely upon evaluation when
tHey made decisions. ‘Instead,.they actad most heavily on the basis of
pe;'sonal belief and opinion. Program guidelines and regulations were
given the second greatest amount of attention.

At this point we must digress from the discussion of specific find-
ings to talk about™ the nature of the results we obtained. Predomi-
nately, the genera’lizations we were able to draw were valid only for
certain types of decisions, for particular phases in the decison process
or for certain types of evaluation. In fact, one of the most important
findings of this study was that ov’erall generalizations about school
decision making or evaluation ‘vere mnot possible; definable patterns of
behavior or interaction only were found to be applicable for particular

circumstances.
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‘The universe of generalization for most of our conclusions is not
school decision making but school decision making of a particular sort.
For example, personnel decisions operated differently than decisions
involving the establishment of general curricular guidelines. Similarly,
the notion of evaluation in the aggregate is too broad for useful gener-
alization. There were different uses for needs assessment than for the
assistance afforded by the Metro evaluation consultant. Finally, we
found th;t it was useful to subdivide the decison process into a ;\umber
of smaller phases, and that different relationships held in these diffe-
rent phases. The use of evaluation, in particular, differed Bééween the
recognition phase, the decision making phase and the ratification phase.
Thus, to summarize, we wer:e able to make important distinctions
between different conditions and to produce a number of conditional
generalizations. .

The mature of-thesel conditional generalizations becomes mor. evident
when we further consider some of the findings relating to information
sources. Though evaluation data played a very small role in the deci-
sion making phase, they played a much larger role in the recognition
phase. Both needs assessment and testing were useful in identifying
areas that needed school attention. Consequently, we must qualif\; our
initial pessimistic assessment of evaluation utilization. While it is true
that evaluation was not greatly present in the fullﬂ:.‘scision making
cycle, it played an important role in one part of th.: process --
problem recognition.» '

Needs assessment,in particular, was a type of evaluation which was

mentioned frequently in the recognition phase by our respondents. We

- 123 -

123



found that needs assessment helped school staff identify aj'eas that
P

required attention. By evaluating the status of the school program on
an annual basis in a form that was familiar and in a manner that
involved the staff directly, needs assessment had_.a sizeable impact. It
helped the school staff recognizé some of the successes and failures of
their program. These findings confirm the _conclusions of Brown and
Braskamp (1980) that needs assessment was used t; stimt.;late interest,
raise new (ssues and serve as a basis for future evaluation activities.

Within the decision making phase of the sequence there were differ-
ences in the use of evaluation data depending upon the decision type.
Evaluative data (primarily .tests and needs assessment) were more likely
t6 be used in certain types of decisions. Evaluation did not enter into
adminis.trative decisions, staff development decisions or personnel deci-
sions. However, it was important in curricular decisions and in deci-
. sions invoiving the bilingual ‘program. Thic observation makes good
sense. Evaluation of the kind that was described to us is not gerrr;ane
to purely administrative actions, nor is it particularly relevant to most
staff development and personnel decisions. What Iittlg evaluatiop use
we found in the decision making phase was concentrated in curricular
?nd instructional decisions, ‘and this is somewhat heartening.

The study also examined whether there was a differential impact
when different personnel were involved in decision making. l-:irst:'we
note that most of the decisions that were described to us involved the
entire professional staff at one point or another. A multistage process
usually occurred in which different individuals or clusters of people

were involved at different points in time. . We do not mean to imply that
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d:cisio;'\ making was democratic. In fact, the role of one group or indi-
vidual was usually dominant while the role of another was more limited.
However, most of the significant occurrences that were described to us
were accessible to the whole pro%essional staff at some point. “In.
contrast, only rarely did the district consultants become directly‘
involved in school level decision making, and personr{el from the Evalu-
aticn an& Testing office were never mentioned. Parapnof,essionals aﬁd .
parents also had only limited direct involvementt’ in decision making,
though their input was often conveyed indirectly r_through teachers or
" administrators. Decision making in these significant occurrences could
almost be viewed as a family affai.r among the school's professional staff
with little direct participation by "outqsiders".

Secondly, the level of evaluation use was related to which personnel
groups participated in the decision process. In particular, the pres--
ence of admin_iétrators acting singly or in groups with teachers was
related to increased evaluation use. It may be that administrators had
mere time to devote to considerations of evaltation, that they were more
familiar with the information that was availabI'e, or that they I:\ad better
training and a stronger commitment to data based decision making.
Whatever the case, the level of evaluation utilization increased in those
decisions in which th; administrators ‘participated, either alone or in
groups with teachets. - .

In the next stage of our analysis we tried to develop decision proto-
types fori each type of significant occurrence.- This was potentially the

most important part of our analysis. Not only did it reinforce one of

the major conclusions abcat evaluation utilization to arise from the study
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-- the distinction between the use of evaluation in the recogr;ition phase
: and in the decision making phase -- but it may have the greatest long
term implications for increasing evaluation utilization.

We drew two important, ‘yet, seemingly contradictory, conclysions
from the attempt to idéntify decisi;)n prototypes. First, identifiable
similarities ;exist in decision making. We were able to characterize
' distinct’prototypes that captured the essential common elements of the
decision process for six classes of; ;iecisions. This is a major accom-
plishment. Suéh prototypes can be a valuable tool for understanding
eva.luatio'n use, and, as we will see, fo} developirig prescriptions to
increas& such us;a under differ;nt decision conditions. Second, identifi-
able prototypes do not always exist. In si>'(‘ other types of decisions
the differences outweighed~ the similarities,v.and we were unable to
develop prototypes of common action pattern's'.

What does this mean? For one thing, the phenomena under study
were enormously complex, and any attempt to aggregate by focussing 'o:'\
sﬂimilarities must ig;\ore a mu!tiiude of individual differences. Further-
more, as suggested earlier, the categqrizatipﬁ system itself might have
been responsible for some of the heterogeneity in certain groups of
- decisions. Beyond this, there still may be wide differences, and we
cannot determine from this study how great they are. Thfese findings
suggest that further study to verify th:is}milarities— we cap.tured in the
six prototypes seems wa.rranted, ana more detailed study of the other

kirds of events is certainly called for. J

This concern for independent validation of the prototypes is a good

introduction to a discussion of potential refinements to this study that
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might be undertaken. Following that discussion we will review some of

the implications for evaluation practice that might be depived from our

findings.

x
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As noted above, further verification of the applicability of decision
prototypes in other situations seems like a valuable exercise. While
these prototypes are valid for Metro district, local conditions. (p;rticu-
larly the administrative structure) vary from district to district, and
this maz' in turn affe-ct decision procedures. While we belie\"e condi-’
tions at most elementary schools are similar in essential ways, this issue
does warrant further investigation. h

Hearkening back to a commment wé made in Chapter 4, this study
tells us a lot about what occurred in the decisions we studied, but.
much less .about why it occurred the way it did. The "what" is
valuable in tsel€ -- we learned a lot about the decision making process
-- but it also leaves a gréat deal to investig%té.' Why did';)pihion
predominate? There are any number of possible explanations for this
fact -- opinions are usually salient, familiar, trustworthy’, immediate

and credible. How is opinion formed? We did not thoroughly ‘investi-

gate the |mportant elements that went mto the formation of these opin-

—— - —wd

ions -- evaluation could well have been one of the factors that subtly
shaped people's attitudes.
The following example illustrates another issue that might be

addressed as a refinement to this study. A colleague, who worked in

Metro district for many years, tells us that a form of evaluation exists




v

which is highly relevant to personnel decisions. Each teacher applicant
is given an ent"ry examination in his or her primary subject area, and
nthe’se scores bec':.ome part of the person's personnhel file. These data
are usually scrutinized by the brincipal before any hiring takes place.
We were surprised that these scores were never mentioned in the

personne! decisions that were described to us. On closer review we

noted that none of these decisions involved simply hiring a new
teacher. They involved increasing the amount of time provided by a
épecialist already employed, or shifting staff among different jobs.
Under these circumstances it was unlikely that the principal would ‘refer
back to personnel records.

" Our colleague offered another explanation. In her view, such things
as the entr;' test are so commonplace that they might not. be meqtioned.
They tzecome part of the "background noise” that is filtered out because
it is so familiai{\. ‘Our respondents might simply ha;e failed t? mention
the test scores because thgy were common’ knowledge ‘within t4he district

and therefore not prominent in their rec llection of the event.

\ B

The concern r‘ansed by this discussion is not the use of the evalua-

tive instrument lr& personnel decusxons per se, rather there is another,

more impoftant impjication. This example pomfs out the inherent limita-

tion of retrospectlv‘e acounts of an event as complex as decision making.

Although our respc*ndents indicated that they were able to recall the

\
details of the events to their own satisfaction (and we checked that

they had little to a%ﬁd when we sought field verification), we have no

way of knowing how \;much of the "background noise” was filtered out in
. l R
i

\ .

&

- both cases.
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The critical point is that there are limits to the amount of informa-

1 . -

. tion that can be obtained in an hour long retrospective interview. We

tried to insure the accuracy of these reports through extemsive cross-

validation procedures, and we are convinced that no contradictory

:.fitgments or blatant falsehoods were included in our data. Neverthe-

’

less, our results are constrained by the accuracy of our respondents’

B}

memories and the sensitivity of their perceptions.

»

The reports contained considerable detail -- enough to make the ';'aata

“analysis, itself a challenge. However, the more familiar we became with

tﬁhezlevents under discussion, the more we recognized the value that
could be derived from even more detailed reconstructions. R;fined_
observations and data collection procedures directed toward underlying
causes could yleld a fuller recounting of this aspect of the events that

transplred and thus shed more light on the reasons underlylng the

patterns we observed ¢

IMPLICATIONS

This study has a number of important implications both for future
research on- evaluati'on" utilization and for evaluation practice in the
schools .

-

Research Implications

Up to cnow evaluation research has failed to distinguish between
types of decisions, ind_the assessment of evaluation/s impact isrinaccu-
rate when this distinction is overlooked. By identifyiné distinct deci-

sion types, this study begins to balance the assessment, and such

distinctions should be included in any subsequent research.
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| : ©  Similarly, most evalt_.la'tion gesearch  has focused on the
decision-making stage- and has ignored the .other stages in which evalu-

ation may play an important role. By bbncentrating on the manner in

- 1

which evaluation was acted upon, past research has ignored evaluation's

3

more subtle influence at other 'stages. This study's recognition of

stages in the decision making process further corrects previous over-

i

generalizations about .evaluation's role.

« When we ca'refully.-mexamined the stages in decision ma‘kir;g and
diffentiated between}ecision types, we were ablg to derive con.ditional

3 . , 3 ° - * 3
generalizations -about evaluation use and make .more precise statements

EN

about particular types of decisions. For example, because it focused on ;

the .end product of the decision, most past research _failed to perceive-
N

evaluations's’ importance in identifying the very problems which were

being addressed. This study suggests, therefore, that further .
. 3 e . * .

r‘e‘search“shoqld include examination of the- <_ieci§ion making process in -

its broadest sense, including reco'gnii.:ion, decision making and all other

phases. E ) , .
We initiated the stddy to look at interrlelationships in_a large gross-
section of decision making, knowing full well that our method of

analysis would’ limit our ability to infer.causes. Now that this analysis

-

is complete we ‘wogld like to see efforts to achieve greater under-
. . ‘

standing of the "whys”. It seems worthwhile to expand this inquiry to

include a larger Jnumber of decisions, to allow for lengthier interviews - -
or'even firs't ‘hand observations of d;cision ‘making, and to include data -

from the rest of the school st~ff. Without doubt teachers’ shoufd be

included in any subsequent investigations of this sort. ) : :

LY
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In f.~t, certain relationships may never be uncoverc\ed without
observing decision making as it is taking place. For example, any
study that would hope to ascertain why opinion predominates in decison
making (; question we raised earlier) would probably want to rely on
di-2ct observation of decision prccesses. Similarly, one could only hope
to understand the role of evaluation in opinion formation (another of
om; earlier concerns) through a review of opinior sormation over time.

This suggests that an éhnr jraphic study of school decision making
would be valuable. The investigator should remain at the school for an
e;tended period of time ana observe first hand significant occurrer;ces
of the type described to us. Such contextualnly sensitive\researchv
would be an important supplement to the broad cross-sectional investi-
gation undertaken in this stuay. It could begin to “ill in some of the
missing "whys" th‘at were 6n|y alluded to in our‘findings.“

~On conesidering the implications of this study for future researc‘h_ we
also note tha success of the data reduction and analysis techniques we
employed, and recommend that future re-earch in this area cqnsider
similar approaches. Thesé were no. .sinple taskgé. Data validation
procedures employed on this project were uncommmon to most qualitative

research. The multiple analysis and aggregation' procedures were also

-quite novel. Finally, the use of the computer to make comparisons

~among the quantified variables from qualitative data yielded a variety of '

/

important insights -- easily justifying the expenditure of time and

- )

eneryy.

1¢ An earlier ethnographic study which was part of CSE's Evaluation
Use Projcct did provide many of these kinds of insights {Daillak,
1980). However, that study focused on the district office evaluator
and not the school.

- 131 -

137




Finally, we laid the foundation for a classification scheme that may
refine the discussion of evalution utilization an.. prove essential in
further research. Th; two-dimensional breakdown of school decisions
by type and phase had clear utility in this study -- lthe prototypes
derive directly from this structural model -- and. it should be explored
further. The decision typg‘ by decision phase mat x that emerged from

this study appears to be a useful organizational tool for studying evalu-

ation utilization at the school level.

Practical Im~ lications

The study has a number of implications for evaluation practice. We
will highlight som(;f these and discuss what might be done to improve
evaluation utilization in light of these results.

first, we should emphasize the importance of the context in which
evaluative activies are conducted. Much of what we o.bserved was a
functiZSr‘\F of the structl.;re and operating procedures of the district as
well as the schoot. For example, the role of the evaluation consultants
was stipulate& very clearly vy the district. Daillak (1980) noted the
degree to whict. their activities were circumscribed, and noted even
that some people went outside their official duties to interact in alterna-
tive, informal ways. This is all to say that one cannot consider evalua-
tion utilization in the school and ignore the impact of the district
administrative structure. The external pr ssures we noted above give
ample evidence of this fac’t. In fact, Daillak, Alkin & Stecher" (1980)
noted that administration itself seemed to be a much more salient

concern than achievement at the local level, and this observation is




confirmed i_!‘k;the present research.” Under these circumstances
prescriptions for improving school site eva&t:nation utilization must
involve both district as well as local factors.

The clearest instance of evaluation use -- the use of needs assess-
ment in the recognition phase -- points up the importance of local
involvement and familiarity in the evaluation utilization process. More
attention is given to dat; that are locally generated. Such data are
more familiar and they have greater credibility at the school site than
information that is communicated from outside the school. In addition‘
the personnel at the site have a per;onal investment in needs assess-
ment information because they are actively involved in its cc;llecfion.
Recalling. the almost family-likel exclusivity of most impoﬁtant decision
making supports the notion that, to be useful, information must have a
local basis. In contrast, there was an almost comple;e lack of -input
from the Metro evaluation consultant, and there was only minimal atten-
tion given to evaluation in other forms. School pers~nnel proffered
negative reactions to ‘external mandates and directives that emanated
from the administrative hierarchNy. In fact, often the evaluation consul-
‘tants acted as the enforcers of such requirements. An implication to be
drawn for improvihg' evaluation utilization is that the responsibility for
initiating and gathering evaluative data related to significant occur-

"rences must be shifted to ‘the local site.

&

-

-

This notion was recognized by administrators in Metro district.
Daillak (1980) noted that the E & T office initiated an effort to establish
on-going planning and monitoring committess within each school.

Unfortunately, the implt_ementation of these local evaluation committees
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‘was not given high priority, and individual evaluation consultants were
given great flexibility in terms of the amount of emphasi; they placed
on the effort. As a result, ongoing planning and revi.ew never became
a reality. We saw little evidence of this effort in our interviews. Only
once or twice was such a.committee even mentioned. We think this shift
of respon;:ility for e\;aluation would go a long way toward improving
utilization.

Yet, ou‘r research suggests that certain functions might be success;
fully carried out by such a local committee, while othe,rs could not.
The distinction’ we would‘make.is between information that is collected
to serve external reporting functiops, and inforrﬁation that can fill a
local need. D§vid (1978) noted that most Title | evaluation was carried
out for reporting purposes only, and these are precisely the kinds of
externally mandated activities toward which the respondents in our
stuo:’iy reacted most.negatively. In order for local evaluation .efforts to
contribute to school improvement they must be motivated out of local

. concerns and must serve local needs. Needs assessment (though
mandatory) has shown that‘it_c'an inform local decision making in a
useful manner, and it is ;ccepted to the degree that it does so. Other

. evaluative activities will have to pass this same test in order to achieve
increased utilization.

=  This distinction _bt'etween information for external mandates and local
site needs argues for a separation betwken compliance and reporting
activities on the one’ han‘d, and evaluation for local .decision making on
the other. While the EUP has earlier argued that evaluators should
adopt a consultative role, and we still feel that this approach has the

N

N —
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greatest potential for increasing evaluation utilization, we would suggest
that it'would be impossible for a district evaluation consultant to spend
enough time at an individual school site to handle all the data that
might be useful for local decisiun making. The capability for
performing evaiuation must‘ be shifted to ‘he local schools themselves.
The district evaluator could be aniinstrument of this change, under-
taking training and technical‘ assistance functions in a consultative
manner, but probably could not handle the on-site responsibility for

’

such evaluation.

Qur analys‘is of decision making has other aprac_tical implications. We
can use the breakdown of significant occurrences and the 'decition
prototypes to make- predictions about the kinds of issues that are likely
to arise during the course of the year, and the kinds of information
that are likely to be useful in addressing th;ase issues! For example,
we know the types of significant -occurrences that happened most

frequently in Metro district and the typical manner in which many of

them were addressed. With this information school staff could generate

_evaluative information that would be useful in a particular decision.
.

The end result of such a procedure is that evaluation could play a

" much greater role in many important, and seen;ingly prédictable, school

s

decisions.
Whén we began this data analysis, school decision making appeared
to be haphazzard. It seemed to be dominated by unpredictable Ch‘anges

and events rather than by careful planning or reasoned review of infor-

. mation. The school_level decision makers, who provided this viewpoint,

addressed significant issues as they occurred without preliminary plan-

L
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ning. They found little use for .existing evaluation ‘and relied instead

on personal opinion to make decisions.

The results of this study suggest tAhat there is some identifiable
order under this chaotic facade, and that the existing pattern of deci-
sion mzking can be 3ltered. If information on sjénificant issues, such
as that derived from this study, can be fed back into the system to
illuminate that order and p-ovide guidelines t; help local ‘schools
develop r;elevant evaluatio.., then the role playe& by evaluatién in local
decisions can be increased. In our view, the kinds of analyses
conducted as part of this rese;rch have the f;otentia! to ipcrease evalu-

/

ation utilization at the local level. . i
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APPENDIX A

Framework for Studying Evaluation Utilization )




Cat. 4

Gt §

Cat. 6

Cat. 7

Cat. 8

Preexisting Evaluation Bounds
Properiy 1.1 School community conditions
Property 1.2 Mandated bounds of an evaluation
Property 1.3 Fiscal constraints
Property 1.4 Other nonnegotiable requirements~
Orientation of the Users .
Property 2.1 Questions or concerns about the program
Property 2.2 Expectations for the evaluation
Property 2.3 Preferred forms of information
Evsluator’s Approach
Property 3.1 Use of a formal evaluation model
Property 3.2 Research and analysis considerations
Property 3.3 Choice of rols
Property 34 . User involvement
Property 3.5 Dealing with mandated evaluation tasks
Property 1.6 Rapport
Property 3.7 Facilitate and stimulate the use of information
Eveluator Credibility
Property 4.1 . Specificity
Property 4.2 Changeability
Organizational Factors \
Psoperty 5.1 Interrelationships between site and district
Property 5.2 Site-level organizational arrangements
Property 5.3 Other informatinn sources
Property 5.4 Teacher and staff views
Property 5.5~ Studer.: views -
Property 5.6 Costs and-rcwards
Extroorganizational Factors
Property 6.1 Community influcnce
Property 6.2 Influence of other governmental agencics
Information Conrent and Reporting
Property 7.1 . Substance
Property 7.2 Format
Property 7.3 Information dialoguc
Administrator Style
Property 8.1 “  Administrative 2nd organizational skills
Property 8.2 Initiative
, ;'
. /
pe /
: J
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Intervi‘ew Guide
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Name of Interviewer: School Code:
Respondent Code:
INTERVIEW GUIDE ~ Title:

0. Introduction C
Who we are interviewing - ' : . ’
Why ("uses of mformatxon in special programs")
Confxdentlahty
. .Appreciation . S
1. Description of Specially-Funded Programs : -
(Consolidated Project)

. Duties’& Responsibilities

. "Significant Occurrences in the Life of the Program"
Changes (personnel, goals, materials, attitudes, etc.)
Rejected Alternatives

. Factors Affecting Identified Occurrences
Description/History

. Different Influences ” ’ ~
Resolution Process.

5. Role of Evaluation in Identified Occurrences

8. Role of Evaluation in General
Administrative Level
(Within-school, District sponsored PQR &
mock review)
Description - .
" Influence on Action”& Attitudes
Factors Affectmg Impact '
‘Improvement"
(Repeat if appropnate 5. Role of Evaluation in Identified Occurrence)

1

. Additional Comments
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. Interview Topic Description

(Training Dotument)

Introduction to the Study

The purpose of this research is to determine the role that
information, particularly evaluation. information, plays in school
level prégram decisions. It is difficult to ascertain’ thé relative
importance of evialuation informatiop hirectly. Asking about
evéluaéion ténds to bias-the {Fspondents' recollecﬁioﬁs towards
.Just those situdtions in which they did consider information 7
from evd;uations:. Instead, the schooljlevel decision maksrs will
be asked to identify significant occurrences in the life of the o
school programs. The-situationg they select will be analyzed to
determine the factors that affected thei- beliefs and a-.ions.

Among these. factors may be evaluation. ) .

Hour long interviews will be :conducted with ‘hool-level
;dﬁinistratofs, who migﬁt‘be users of ‘evaluation information.

These will not be structured interviews with rigid protocols, but
naturally evolv:ng conversations guideé toward cCertain carefully
selected topicsf The topic guide iscoﬂtlined below. The precise
wotding of qugstions asked b} each inte;viewer wil® not be pre-
datermiged, ra;ﬁ;r it will ‘evolve within the topic framwork as
part ofothe'natural conversational style of the interviewer.

. ?imilarly, the éxact*ofdering of éuéstions will be an inter-

active function,of many factors, including, for example, the

focused orvdiffuse qdhlity of the respondent's answars, etc.
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Model Introductory Remarks

Hello, my name is ] . We are interviewing

elementary school administrators to investigate the ways they

- use different tjpes_df_ihfbrmétion‘in'Schbdi"plahning"aﬂavédi'm"

ministration. We are particularly interested in schools with
specially-funded, supplemental programs.

I can assure you that everything we say in this interview

~--will be strictly confidential, and any reports that are written

——

will be completely anonymous. If you do not object, I would

like to tape record our conversation. It allbws me to capture

your thoughts correctly, and makes our work much more accurate.
However, if at any time you would like to stop the reccording for
a moment, please indicate that to me and I will turn off the

machire.

I would like to start by asking you for a brief description -

of the specially-funded programs here at " ° school.

Ny
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Description for Interviewers

Topic Area 1l: Specially-Funded Programs in the School

A basic knpwledge of the nature and scope of the specially

funded programs in each school is necessary to understand the con-

-

text in which decisions occurred. Initially, only a very general

x

description will be sought; specific details will be elaborated
as part of th subsequent inquiry into selected events and
occurrences.

Model Opening Question: I think the easiest placé to begin

is with a desicription of the program here at

school. Can you give me a very brief description of the
programs you have here as part of the school's Consolidated
Project? . R

4

Topic Area 2: User's Position and Responsibilities in the School

We also need to know =zach respondents duties and responsibilities
in the school. 1In particulér’their administrative relationship
-to the school's special programs will be important. At the out-
set a very genefal description will suffice. Details will be
obtained as specific decisions are investigated later in the
interview. .

Model Opening Question:. Can fou give me a general descrip-

tion of your 5ob and wha£ your duties are with respect

to the programs you just described?

Topic Area 3: Significant Occurrences in the Life of the Program

This is a crucial question, for the respondent's ansver will
determine the situations'on which the bulk of the interview will
focus. 1Ideally, each respondent will be able to recall signifi-

~cant program decisions in which Ehey participated. Realistically,

however, the evolution of a school program is more a matter of

c-3 153




incremental change.than formal "decisiop" events. Thus, each
school administrator will be asked to identify two or three
events that the} believe were "significant occurrenées in N
the life of the program(s)". Subsequently, the interview will
focus on these occurrences and the factors that affected the
described outcomes.
Model Openihg Question: As is said at the beginning we're
interested in the way information is used by school admin-
istrators. To talk about this I want to identify 2 or 3
particular situations. I would like you to think back over
the past two years and try to recall two or three siénif-

icant occurrences in the life of the program here at

school. I realize that this question

is somewhat vague, but it is vague on purpose. I want to

get your impression of what was importnat rather than mine.

Try and recall a few different occurrences that you thought

were significant in determining- the shape and character of

the program during the last two years. For now 1'd just
like to list two or three such occurrences. We'll discuss
the details later.
Sub topics:
~--changes (personnel, organization, goéls, curriculum, materials,
activities, attitudes, other milestones, etc.)
~--rejected alternatives

~-reinforcements in points of views, attitudes

Topic Are¢a 4: Factors Affecting the Specified Occurrences

To determine the relative contribution of evaluation inﬁor-

mation in the total decision context, the respondents will be




. asked to descripe the factors that influenced their opinions and
~

actions in the program events they just identified. Among the

constituent influences in the situation might be such things as:
the respondent's personal educational beliefs and predispositions,
~ the respondent's first-hand observations, informatioq from other
school site personnel, information and suggestions‘from dis;fict
staff, comments from parents and‘community members, contact with
, state and federal program offices, information from evaluations,

fiscal pressures, etc.

Mod~l Opening Question: I would like to distuss each of

these occurrences in greater detail so I can try to under-

standAthe different factors that influenced peoples' actions

and points of view. I want you to exﬁlain things to me in

enough detail that I begin to see all the forces that were

at work in the particular situation. Let's start with the

case of the

»

. How did it happen that the

school decided to

{(Or, how did it happen that

occurred?)

sub topics:

--history; description of the occurrence
--different influences

--resolution précess

Topic Area 5: The Role of Evaluation in the Identified Situations

No special attention was given to evaluatior information in

the previous stages of the interview. In many cases the respon-.

dents will have identified evaluation as one of the factors fhgt

influenced the actions they discussed. 1In the event that evaluation

C-5
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was not mentioned, the question will be specifically asked by theé
interviewer at this stage in the interview.
3 Model Opening Question: Did evaluation(make any difference
in this situation?

Topic Area 6: The Role of Evaluation in General

., To this point, evaluatlon has appeared as a secondary con-
sideration in the interview. The situations identified by the
respondents were 'allowed to define the scope of}the discussion.
Now, evaluation will be considered in its own right, and the
‘reSpohdent's wider knowledge and contact with evaluation will

be investigated.

Model Opening Question: We've’ discussed ’ Qe -,

and ' in great detall and I.thiﬁk
A I understand the important:factors involved in those occurrxr-~
ences (brieféelaboration). _6r. Alkin_and I are particularly
interested in the usefulness of-information from evaluations.
I'd-like to ask you‘to4shift YOur’thinking from these
specific 51tuat10ns to thlﬁklng ‘about evaluation in general.
Will you take a minute to recall the program evaluations
that have gone on in the past year or two; then, try to
tell me what impact they had on yOu and on the programs at .
the school?
sub topics:
.=-~level (within school, district sponsored activities, PQR and
*mock review")
——characteristics of the evaluation (formal/informal, content,
style, personalities, method of communication, etc.)
—-its influence (on actions, attitudcs, etc.)

~--improving evaluation usefulness

A
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Topic Area 5: The Role of Evaluation in the Identified Situation

After the more extensive discussion of evaluation it may be

appropriate to repeat the earlier inquiry into significant

RS R e

occurrences. Certain subtle evaluation influences may have
emerged from the lengthier discussion which were overlooked
previously:

Topic Area 7: Additional Comments

At the conclusion of the interview, there will be a brief

open-ended discussion period. Respondents will be given the

A_dppoftunity to modfﬁ? or expaﬁd their4previous commente and
clairfy any misinterpretations.
Model Opening Sentence: Before we conclude, I want to give '

you an opporthnity to make any additional comments about

i

our discussion. Is there anything you feel should be «

clarified or expanded with respect to the situvations you

~

identified, the various factors you singled out or about

-~

evaluation in géneral?

-n

Thank you-very much for your cooperation.

Reviscd 2/15/80




APPENDIX D

Interview Summary Form




‘ Evaluation-User Survey

Interview Summary Form

" Name of Interviewer:’ ~ School:

Respondent:

Title:

. Step I. After completing the interview,‘ but before listening to the recording:

ll. Based on the complete interview, describe in one paragraph the specially-funded programs -

" operating that this school.

r

P

2. In one paragraph, deséribe the respondent's duties and responsibilities, particularly

as they involve the special programs you discussed.




3. In one paragraph each, describe the significant occurrences identified by the respondent

and discussed in the interview; .-

_____Situation 1: _

Situation 2:

Q .‘ 16-9-2




Situation 1:

- 4. For each occurrence:

A. List (in approximate order of xmportance) the factors that influ-
enced the final outcome. .

B. Summarize in one paragraph the “interrelationships among these
factors.

N

Situation 2:

H,




/ : .
.. 5. Was evaluition information a factor in each of these situations? For each occurrence
summarizf in one paragraph the role of evaluation.
Situatiod 1: . \.‘
’ -
” .
/
- /
N /
Situation 2: .
- " -
. 3 N
N 3 ]
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~.

6. In one paragraph each describe the respondents experiences with evaluation at the.
"school", "district", and "state" levels. Indicate a) type of evaluation, b) its influence/
usefulness, c¢) factors contributing to its influence, d) ways of improving evaluation..

4

-

"school level" activitities:

<
v

A J

-
A ’
.
. .




- s - »
A - -
4 t ‘ )
|
| : ) . .
| PQR & mock review: -
) .
- L.
- .
*
7. Summarize in one paragraph any additional comments that were important. -
# ’ .
+
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+'8..In gne paragraph describe the inter7iew context--the salient featurcs of the setting,
th.: participant. and the interaction.

f

.




:p II: Replay the interview tape. (Set the counter at zero 000 at the beginning of each
new side.) - )

As you listen to the interview:
1. Make additions/corrections to the descriptive paragraphs you wrote in Step I.
2. ' Select important quotes to illustrate key features of the interview.
3. Write out the quotes on the following pages. ’
a. First indicate in a sentence or two what is being discussed immediately
prior to the quote, i.e., some context for the remark. If it is an answer
to a particular question, give the question.

b. Write the quote as accurately as you can.
c. Don't forget to indicate the tape counter reading at the beginning and
end of each quote.
- .
Key quotes:
Topic Area Tape Counter at begin'ning of quote Side AB ?
Context/Question:

Quote:

Tape Counter at end of quote Side A B ?

{

4

[
14




Topic Area Tape Counter at beginning of quote Side AB ?
Context/Question:
Quote:
&
Tape Counter at end of quote Side AB ?
Topic Area Tape Counter at beginning of quote Side AB ?
Context/Question:
&
Quote: -
Tape Counter at end of quote Side A B ?

D-9 ’187
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SURVEY I.sTPULELT FGE JsTP ZLTDIEVIEe TAPL LISIZUALLG

Us- Projuct

“*
Q

CS_. Evalua

j

SclLoll/Easpordent Cudce ' Eavicwer (5) /

——— ——— — — — - -

’

Sicr Lflcant dccnurcence &

- - —— -— —

1. Rh;t acticn was takch in the "significant occurrence"?
(Crecx  __ ajpléirng/not applyirng tor fundinyg
develaping or implezsnting a projram 2ftesr recziving -

paw or irc-easad fundirny
_ modifying a proyram after a1 decfease or termination
of fundirg )
—_— r“SPOnﬂlIg £ non-@oLe tzry changes in the
ipteyratior plaz
——_ -.®@odiiyin; classtooca oryaznizational pattzrrs

(2.g9. teaairy, groupirys, eic.)
nodifyirny s*4ff person risponsibilities
switcnirg, aéding, oc del=ting instructioral
matarials, texts, nairagea:at systeons, otc.
im;lemeut'r' cr modifyin; imstructiornal ,uidvlinss
or agjacitives aciozs claszzooms Ik EESPCASE 70
Di8STRICT MELDATC - .
ioplementing oz aodifriry instZuctioral guidelirzs
oI oaje*tivss ACTIsS classroons VOLULTARILY
- A o __ 1ritiatiug oz madifyiry 3taff aevelopieont accivities
Liring new teachers
| Ririrg new auxiliary sz*talt -
hirirny aides/.araprofessionzls
iritiaticg or modifyiry parert activiti
chanjirj scka3l schaduless
modifyirg tFe school d:cisionmzrirg oz goverrarce
strictuare
iritiating oz modifyir: activitizs Ceiatad to
stuier+ gekavior or éisciplite
iri txa'lng o- mdydiryiry activitias “elatea to
evaluiticr or rn:eds assesstert
modifying the physical fplant

othst
Tr a prisf pharse a-sciibe the "siyrificarni occurence":

s

ﬂl

whas was tho giacific dacisior und2z conzidzTation?

. ——————— - — " -~
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=sult of:

ar incseaze irn firas foo an ekisting s.=cially
tunded ;rc,ram? ([derntify

_—)

g ,rnCL 1ly
)

11; furd2@ p-ogram -in the
Iy ;_m > ., )]

some other action/cequsst Ly the State Departaent
of Educatiorn? )

some otkar action/re,uecct by the schoo. district
administratioa?

pacent actior

-

pandatog; reaction *o d.ndyraphic changes

volurtary reaction to d:roy
: peads 1SS23SSASNN
» -

Coneolidated Appli

“volun*ariiz-
su jy=s3tidn/scsoszl

Cther origir (3p3cify

Don?'t Krow

JA. I
info:aatzon fic : i .

JghE: (Identify
don*t KLow

ERI
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: 33. If =ne proapt w#was irterpali to tis school:
4as *ae lnxtial 21z that 21 coarnje was needed zrtributod
stzonjly to ove .acticulac peczsonm oC orfgazizatinmal jrowp?
. —___.ho '
———_1es
" If fvu, identify the r=ison o gyroup:
- toe ;::iz'.}iral "
R al 1s8t. principel // '
e a staff pecsoun '
. 32 tcacher .
. a t=2achec 3Ioup
— a mixed teacher/other stafi group
_ parert (s)
pParsorysgroup Lancludes respoidant?
—— Jes
I don't krow
4. Did the proapt c2cry eita it a suggested course 3f action?
. —___ md actigcn coccurfsently sijqgasted
. one Specific action sujyasted
. more than on2 action o tion suggested
- unknown/nct 2gplicatle
5. in wai< contaxt wa2s tie prompt fizst discassad #ithin the

clLoal?

p-ivatel;, aadng z few p2ISODS

in a puvlic. setting, bt rot at 3 forozl

meetiry (e.y. in the luzcazoom)

in 32 foraal satting (F.y. staff atg.) o L
dont't know

Sou-t;mea p25ple creat2 a strate3ys Or set of staes for
coniny to a decisicn avout wiat ts do, i.e. they estaolish
a2 .Toszedare for  laatity and choeslng thair action.

#ho, if anyore, was wdst respoasivle foo deteruining suck
1 ,-ocedu-e it *hisg cisa?

N5t a,,licanle, no procedurzl .lan establisied
don't krow .

the »nriacipal

a staff ,ecson (s)

3 teacherl

a yrou, of beo;le, collectiv

P
P
W,

O
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i 5
il. Chacting the "Decisicr Piccaus”:
. Prrs>x codes are: 3
1 Prircipal
2 taff persoc . .
3. Individual tezcher : . ‘ .
4 Iiadividual aide ) Co.
" Individual pzi<nt
& wExacutiva copaities, ¥ Yio2adessuilp cosaititen,"=tc.
s 7 Kepresentat.ve (i.e. elected or apsointed)teacher
.0 coLmittee .
3 Full staff
S Informal teachkar yLoap .
o 1C . ®5chool Site Ccurncil®(a forazl teacter 2id pareat Jroup)

1 Fformal parernt committee

1¢ All parents of students at the school

13 Informz2l parar%t gIoip

14 Informal aide groug ] .

15 Informal mixed yTouy of school professionals orly -

1€ Informal mixezd group iwncludingy professionals,

saai-professiornals, azd parents
. 17 Area staff p-=rscnrel *
. 1.8 Kesearch & Evaluiation Office personzel .

19 Consultants ) )

23 Auxiliary persorrel - ’

21 “Other (Identify - a )

Irnforc2'41on codes are: :
) ] Deaographic da2ta gzthered for'conzolidated

Applicatioz or o“har syecific puIpose
Consolidated applicztidu Plans arnu Guideliaes
Other program guidalifes ' .
Coaprehensive schocl<id» Ireds assessment data {nandatory) . .
spaller 3cal2 peeds ascessu=2rts oOr sutvey (volurtary)
CT3sS scores T 1
SES scores
Classrocn tests .
T3st scores, urdiffecartiated - :
AC2a staff iaput (aavice, sujjzstions, recomierndations)
. 8a3earch & Evaluzatio:z irput
" Collejial advice from principals at other sckools
Collejial advice from s%afi at otkar schools
?rincipal's beliefs and opinions
Staff persors' taiiafs ard opinions .
Taachers' beliefs and Sgicnions .
Pripcigal's observatiors (ircliading irforaal data
’ cillect10o1) . -
t1ff pecsors' owservations
Twichers® obszrvztions
Pacert input
Aide ingut
Info-patior from <ducatioral £es2azca or
professional publications
InZorpatior Srom othsr madia (puslicatiors, wmagzs, TV, etic.)
Otha2cs inform.tion €24CC¢ 3
Unciecap infosgation SOWICES .
PQR
Publishers representatives or materials. . -
ERIC Budget cqnsﬁraints E-4172
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11.

Cods the s2juence of inter

actions z2rd inforaztion uss wihich

pejaa with r2cogrition of the c23iri0ility oz n=2~d for acticz
ard warck eoventizte:d in the sclhool) action dziscribed to us,

reata a separate pacson-inforeation s*zing £o- each disctetie
neeting {or ac;ivitv-u_+-~cr meztirgs) that was aesceibed
A pelson-infs>Iniatios sicing ,a 1 sitgle pazson o- gZoip cole
£0113%wzd by 25 wanoy informatlorn soucce codes as apply.

U

-

Code tag avezts sglzting to recojnitisz/identific2tior
of th2 proaost. (3tage I)

Cods thne a2vexts irvolved ir corductizg tue aecision
procass, up to aind ircludiny the choice of tha final
actioz (eabdadield irn tke "sigrificact occurrecce).
(Stag=2 II)

.Code the avants iavoivad i "sighicy ofr" or tatiiyircy the

£inzl choice. (3taje III)

ticn zlan was diffused

e
O

Laac th= audiences t2 whoxn the
ot disseninatec.

[
[¢]

Uow nuch data 3o you, the *oduc, feel was missing irn tke
pIec ceediag accourt of trne deciszion process?

vely litsle -~

1 moderatr 2uwount
a graat awount

- —— e
— ————

dow corfildant arz ycu, the cod=zrc, it the accuracy of
th2 s=yu2pcicg of evzits as coa2

not very corfident
modzarately cocfidert
very coufilgzt

> c—
- t— . —

- —
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13.

14.

T 16.

ERIC

P

[

Eo% aidch tizz alz; c:d netyeer the imitial.poongt to action
ard tae se1°c+x n of the fical plax?
e 3 dags op 1&éss
e 4 daja t0o 2 wa2Ks
2 wzeks to 1 wonth ’

o

ovar 1 aorth
don't &xncw’

Iiccluading the f£iral plan, how mi;} optiors wer2 comsidered?
1 only

2 ¢ v

3 -

q

don't Kkrowv

i

Was there an express effoit to searchk out informatiorn
celevant to tae schocl's choice of action? (Check all

that apply.)
dontt know/cysteaatic seacch not appareat
polliny oi surveyYiny p2rsSons

rascrutirizing "old" availatle da%a (e.j. from .
peeds a3sessments Or testirg). Hota: This does
not pean ust citing such data as btavinj bezen usad.
conduuulag z literaturs ssarch

contacting expert sources (includes district staff)
dal=gaticy fact-findiry -2sponsioility to> som20re
other (3pecity__ )

-

’

o
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%
17. #wWas the "fipz1l" action plan £-iail H>ut azad tharn rpodifiad oo
the basis of cxperier> in the school? .
— —————— es Jl
_ Lo \ ®
doun't xrow' /; -

not applicacle (no actiosn, tutures accidn,' etc.
& ,

A If y=s, @hosas reacti oLs/opitions vere cit2d as aost
ipportaat in r:asszissiny the plan? (Chack ail ta2t apply.)
0 _ PCincipal .
——__ staff p2:zsorn :
—__ teachexs ” .
. —___ aides I
——__ FPerents
_____ studeats ’ .
. -4
18. Was a procedur2 established for moaitsring the
o ig;lenectation ard/or outcomes of the-plac of actio
Lo ’ .
_— 1S v ) ’
doa't «now ¢
o = e __ bot applicable (no action, action in future, etc.)

If yes, who was primarily cesporsible’ for the task?

* s .
e ciincipal .
e staff parsoL
<" teacher
—— ccanittze
(Giv2 composition _ _ )
o - e unclear - ) T e —

19.Lid the responddpt orovida o;he: irzortart pleces
.of irformation ralaticg to'the ng ificapt occuzeace
"that were pot askzd for in any of <hz previorus iteas?

—_—— )RS .
- no v
if so, pleas2 describe: -
/
175
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INFOTYPE  DECISION ‘ - o rngoﬁ#v
COLLEACS . TOTAL % ‘ | 151/
DIST STF  TOTAL N\ 9 ) " 370
exrocohis  ToTAL RN ‘ . -320

Mo aseT TeTAL RN 3ss .
OSSERVIN TOTAL NN ' B34
oPIMICH | TOTAL 3208
OTH EVAL  TOTAL \ - 123

. OTHER TOTAL 14
PARMT IN  TOTAL N , T e |

. PROGRED  TOTAL NN - R

TESTS TOTAL §S ' : / 178 L

800 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
FREQ OF INFO USE PER 1000 DECISIONS

Figure F-1: Information Use, All Decisions (N=73)
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~  INFOTYPE pECIBION , FREGNCY
coLLEacs INs maTL [ . T 18
. -° . TOTAL o 1514
~DIST STF ° INS MATL 482
' _ TOTAL _ _ 370
. EXT CONS ™ INS MATL | ] C 1848
= TOTAL N 328 .
ND ASSH INS MATL | 231
: © TATAL : 358
;. OBSERVIN S MATL . |1 1000
ToTAL ¢ SN 834
OPINION  INS MATL I 3462
~_ . TOTAL: 3205
OTH EVAL' INS MATL 77
TOTAL - . 123
OTHER INS MATL. 0 _
‘ “TOTAL * ' 14
« PAZNT IN NS MATL . . 0"
: TOTAL . 419
- PROGREQ NS MATL | 388
. TOTAL : ‘ 740
TESTS  INS MATL (Y
TOTAL 178
) - 1000 2000 3000 4000
FREQ OF INFO usl:.,‘esn 1000 DECISIONS
iV
N

Fiqure F-2: Information Use, INS MATL(N=13) vs. TOTAL(N=73)




INFOTYPE DECISION FREQNCY
COLLEAGS NEW PROG @ 182
: TOTAL 181
DIST STF  NEW PROG 209
: TOTAL NN 370
EXT CONS NEW PROG o
' TOYAL NN 328 . -
- ND ASSMT _NEw PROG [ ] 455
p : TOTAL NN 388
\ SBSERVIN  NEW PROG 91
TOTAL PSS]__ s34
OPINION  NEW PROC —] 3838
TOTAL ANANAMARNARNNRAANNNNNY 3205 .
OTH EV.L  NEW PROG 1 o1
TATAL N 123
OTHER 4. PROG o
TOTAL ] 14
PARNT IN  NEW PROG 485
‘ TOTAL T 41
PROG REQ WEW PROG : 1727
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Figure F-3: Information Use, NEW PROG(N=11l) vs. TOTAL (N=73)
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Figure F-6: Infcrmation U e, BILINGL(N=7) vs. TOTAL (N=73)
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Figure F-8: Information Use, MISC(N=5) vs. TOTAL (N=73)
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Figure F-9: Information Use, PERSONNL(N=3) vs. TOTAL(N=73)
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Figure F-10: Information p%e,,EVAL»(N=3) vs. TOTAL(N=73)
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Figure F-11: Infcrmation Use, PAP TNVL(N=3) vs. TOTAL (N=73)
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Fig{/re F-13: Information Use, STU GRPS(N=3) vs. TOTAL (N=73)
v J’

189




i
-
/
, APPENDIX G . '
- -
Frequency of Information Use:
. ) Comparisons Between Different Persaqnnel Categories
~ , .
R /
| ! - ~
. » \' a
1 - . . ]
J ]
T, \
N T e -
& -
~ 4
* ¢
1 - *® — ‘
F N
- . -
3 L)
, . .
. 150
’ O b .
ERIC X b |
» ) | . ; 3 , . N ]

4

”»




- . »
>
~ t J
' - N ln. P ’
« ® - ., [N
J g
= “ -tw Pang
- r‘ . b ' . %/
U SO OB RARNRANCOIOTRENC NI PRBONT =S A ) =
d R RN NND DONPEr R SR OPON N DNONIOND a P —
B Ne BDERNBRNURERRENRN-- (T YX X Y X M
“ LA X ] .. — »
. ® W
® < '
- .
@)
& -4
. 5 .
® & u
Ed ® P -
® w —
~ O —
4 " )
LI k
11 . >
R d - m
® - o +
“ N1 W .
= o =
«. L
|}
[ -} .
* - ' %4 !
- .
- e .
)
—
i}
3 T E
h Y AN ESSESSESESEEEE I NSNS ERNESNEEERES m
- EEISSSSENASIAISITITATITIATITIIIZID . ml
i ® 0000000 CENNAANAELRENAGENGRATINEEN &
- €€ ELCECELLLLLCLCLLLLCLLELCELLCLLELCLCCCCCCLC =l
™ oz
o IOOIOO]OOIOOIOOIOOIOCIOOIOOIOCQDO
-» TtlltlltlltlltlltlltllllIEQILIJLI Y
h . 0
U -y
- o, = @ = = o = e -
e © | o ,\. = | o - = < . - - '
» < » o » > L > - . ’ —
s ] [ ) ®' '8 - [™] [ ] » » -
® o - < - = - = ® - —_— Apeo N
& o » - . - = = - ® [ ] :
== & - % o e - = < - - - 1
- © o - - ® ® ® ® - - - O
- . , o -9
3
“ oD
= ool
B




‘r2LONGY

®
=
®
-
- ®
- —
Y I R R L L Iy T Y Y Y L L L LY R L M )
T Tl Y T LI T IS neERrorsd~e - o~
Ne CORDNECEmBPORNNNS w PNOBB N~ P A
- o
® < .
< B
- 7
o
- =
t .
® & .
0
.4 >
® w
¢ ® —
> i
0
o =
' - 4
e = -3 i
0 = <
o - E
o w 2
® Q
-
. .
- 0
= >
[
~
» > ~
_ B ]
2
P N Y S N Y S S L L L Y B
[ J "'."""'"""""""""'*"' M N
- €LLLLLLLLLLLLLLLCLLLLLLLCCCLLCCCL<CK &
0  0m 0m 0m 0m 0m bm 0m 0 0 G 0 0 Bm 0m 0 0 O 0w G 0 B= B B 0 0n 0 O B B 0 0 00 00 0
- BOVDOONCONONVNINNDANENNOORNTDOIREN S o
‘@ ) i )
® =00=w00=00w00~00=00~00~00~-00=-00~00 =
6 S NN IR IARIERINEINRIERICRINEIS ) .
T _ , , g
. )
.- ® - .»n » - - - = o o
a 05 ™ = = w o= < - 'w 3 .
» «l'®m o ® 30 > , | = - ]
- w ¢ ®» @ - - - - -
® S W € W = © .- ] ® -
o & » - ® - = = . ® o ~ ﬂo&.
s O - ] [ (] | D - < - - V.
-® @a,w = e o ¢ o = .- - % -
= . v . o
¢ \ -
-7 Of
\ \Ulm
) , ‘ aE|




INFOTYPE  DECISION , FREQNCY:

COLLEAGS M 1| 140

' 1 /" T+AD GPS : 187

DIST STH  NO T+ADM - 209

, T+AD GPS 600

EXT CONS NO T+ADM ] & 209

T+AD GPS NN 800

ND ASSMT  NO T+ADM ] 279

T+AD CPS 487

OBSERVIN NO T+ADM. - 488

' T+AD CPS (AN | 800
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T+AD CPS 100

. OTHER NO T+ADM 23
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PARNT IN  NO T+ADM . 372,
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T+AD GPS , 833

TESTS NO T+ADM . 70
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Figure G-3: Information Use, T+AD GPS(§=30) vs. NO T+ADM(N=43)
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Figure G-5: Information Use, PAR+STFF(N=12) vs. NO P+STF (N=61)
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